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PREFACE 


This monograpli has grown out of a thesis presented in 1923 in 
partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of 
Philosophy at Harvard University. The Schleswig-Holstein 
question is treated here with special emphasis on the years 1863 
and 1864 when it played its most important r61e in international 
politics. After sketching the development of the question and 
the wearisome and futile attempts to settle it, I have described 
in more detail the crisis that brought on the German-Danish 
war of 1864 and have followed the policies of the Great Powers 
until June 1864, when, at the close of the London Conference, all 
but Austria and Prussia practically renounced their interest in 
the issue. 

There is already a vast literature on the Schleswig-Holstein 
question. Practically all of the existing books and articles, how- 
ever, deal with special problems or with the question as an 
episode in the career of Bismarck or in the history of Denmark 
or of Germany. The present monograph attempts to amal- 
gamate the results of previous studies with new materials made 
available by the recent opening of the most important European 
archives. 

The best treatment of the subject has been that of the Danish 
historian and politician, N. Neergaard in his Under Junigrund- 
laven. But as is natural in a history of Denmark, it contains a 
more detailed account of Danish politics than is necessary for the 
presentation of the question as a problem in international rela- 
tions. The standard German works remain von Sybel's Die 
Begriindung des deutschen Reiches and Jansen and Samwer’s 
ScMeswig-Holsteins Befreiung, the former representing the Bis- 
marckian, the latter, the Augustenburg point of view. There is 
no detailed German work which deals with the whole subject in 
the light of the material that has been published during the last 
thirty years. The best treatment in English is that of the late 
Sir Adolphus Ward in his Germany, 1815-1890, published in the 
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Cambridge Historical Series. Sir Adolphus has made a thorough 
use of the available printed materials in German, French, and 
English, but like most writers on the problem outside of the 
Scandinavian countries, has neglected the Danish works. 

A great stimidus to the study of the international aspects of 
the Schleswig-Holstein question was given by the publication by 
the French government in 1910 of the first volumes of Les Ori- 
gines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871. The publications 
based on them, both in France and in Germany dealt mainly 
with the policy of Napoleon HI and suffered from lack of mate- 
rials from the other European archives,, for which the British 
Blue Books and the works of von Sybel, Neergaard, and Koht 
were an inadequate substitute. Shortly before the war of 1914, 
Professor Erich Brandenburg was allowed to use a few but only 
a few of the dispatches in the Prussian archives concerning 
Franco-Prussian relations in 1864. Even then, however, much 
remained to be learned. 

The thesis on which this monograph is based was the first 
study to supplement the published materials by the unpublished 
resources of the archives of London, Copenhagen, Paris, Vieima, 
and Berlin. The British archives offered a surprisingly rich field 
for research. The voluminous Blue Books published in 1863 and 
1864 omitted practically all of the confidential conversations 
with foreign statesmen and sovereigns. Very little of this has 
since been used for the section on the Schleswig-Holstein question 
in the Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy. Of the 
material in the Danish archives, that for the period up to Decem- 
ber 1863 had been used by Thorsj^e and that for the whole period 
by Neergaard. But, as their work was done with Danish interests 
in the foreground, something of value from the international 
point of view remained to be gleaned. The publication of Les 
Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871, which covers 
most of the period of this study, made the use of the French 
archives almost unnecessary but the unpublished documents for 
the first eleven and a half months of 1863 offered much of interest 
and value. Some of the Austrian documents, up to February 
1864, had been published by Hengelmiiller in his articles on Graf 
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Alois Karolyi ia the Deuisclie Revue. Except for that, the Austrian 
archives were virgin soil. The Prussian archives (with the ex- 
ception of the protocols of the Crown Councils of 1S64. which I 
was one of the first students of histoix* to utilize) had been used 
by von Syfael and by the authors of the General Stafi history of 
the German-Danish War. Hitherto, however, these works had 
not been subject to control and, in addition, the e^dence needed 
to be studied from an up-to-date and neutral point of \-iew. 

Since the presentation of the first results of my study in 1923, 
more of the unpublished documents, especially from the Prussian 
archives, have appeared in print and a number of the problems 
have been worked on by other writers. The more important 
papers written or dictated by Bismarck have now been published 
in the definitive edition of his collected works. Some of the 
important reports from the Prussian ambassador in Paris may 
be found in H. Oncken’s book on Die Riicinpolitik Kaiser Napo- 
leon III, the materials on the question of the di\nsion of Schleswig 
in Platzhoff’s Bismarck und die XordscMcstcigscke Fragc and ia 
Hahnsen’s Ursprung und Geschichtc des Ariikels T" dcs Prager 
Priedens, and the protocols of the Prussian Crown Councils of 
January and Februarj’’ 1S64 in Stem’s Geschiclife Euro pas. 
These and other recent publications make it only the more 
desirable to synthesize what has already appeared with the un- 
published materials. 

One of the greatest difficulties in studjnng the diplomacy of 
this period is the fact that for many important discussions, only 
one source exists. This is tnie particularly of the confidential 
conversations of Bismarck and of Napoleon III. It is. of course, 
impossible to be sure that they have been reported accurately in 
detail or that the summaries available represent the impression 
intended to be conveyed. The cumulative impression gained 
from studying many documents from many sources offers some 
basis for judgment but is something which cannot be defined in 
footnotes. I have quoted freely from the documents as it seemed 
that in many cases, where there was only one source, a further 
summary might depart farther from what had actually been said. 
In many cases, too, it is less important to know what was said 
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than what was reported. Statesmen make many decisions in the 
light of information at hand and that information is contained 
sometimes in a single document. 

In the preparation of this work, I have received advice and 
assistance from many people. I wish to acknowledge first of aU 
the generous support given by the officials in the various archives 
in which it was my privilege to work. To the assistance of the 
Hon. John W. Da^^s, formerly Ambassador at London, and the 
courtesy of the British Foreign Office, I owe the permission to 
study the British archives for a period then not normally open 
to students. Other American representatives abroad, especially 
in Copenhagen and Berlin, were of great service in aiding me to 
secure access to materials I needed. I owe much to the oppor- 
tunity of discussing the problems of the Schleswig-Holstein 
question with European scholars, especially the late Sir Adolphus 
Ward, himself a source. Professors Friis and Fabricius of Copen- 
hagen, Meinecke of Berlin, and Stem of Zurich. To Dr. Robert 
H. Lord, formerly of Harvard University, I am indebted for the 
suggestion to undertake this study. His advice and keen cri- 
ticism have been of the utmost value. Professors C. H. Haskins, 
C. K. Webster, and the late A. C. Cooh’dge have all given me 
encouragement and valuable criticism. Finally, Mr. F. B. 
Tiffany of St. Paul and Dean Guy Stanton Ford of the University 
of Minnesota have read the manuscript and given me the benefit 
of their knowledge and experience. In the preparation of the 
manuscript, I have received valuable assistance from Elizabeth 
Slator Dunn, and, above all, from my wife, Genevieve FaUon 
Steefel, whose work in collating and correcting has removed 
many errors of copying and of style. 

Laweence D. Steefel. 

Minneapolis, Minn. 

September 1930. 
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THE SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 




CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTION: THE SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN 
QUESTION TO 1863 

I 

' Die Sf-hle &wig-Holstein question is the name commonly given 
to a complex of problems which concerned the relations of the 
duclues of Schleswig and Holstein to each othec^ to the kingdom 
of Denmark, |and. tg the German C onfederat ion.* I^ it were 
involved dynastic and constitutional controversies which had. 
their roots in the Middle Ages and had often been causes of 
disputes and wars.^ Yet the old controversies might have con- 
tinued on the same lines for centuries more and have acquired no 
greater place in history than belongs to so many dead and gone 
d)mastic and territorial squabbles, had they not been given new 
life by the rise of the spirit of nationalism. Early in the nine- 
teenth century, t he Schle swig-Holstein question became a vital 
factor in the national development of Denmark and Germany. 
Finally, ^in 1863, Bismarck took up the question and turned it_ 

I to his own advantage. By winning in it his first great diplomatic 
I victory he consolidated his power in Prussia. He then used the 
problem of Schleswig-Holstein as his main instrument in bringing 
about the solution of the Germein question. 

The earlier centuries may be left to antiquarians, legists, and 
specialists in local history. The first decades of the nineteenth 

' In contemporary documents and discussions, it is often referred to as the 
Danish question, the question of the duchies of the Elbe, or even as the Schleswig 
question. Its complexity is notorious ‘ ‘ La questione danese, o per meglio dire dello 
Schleswig-Holstein era talmente complicata e oscuia, che Lord Palmerston non 
essendo riusdto diplomaticamente a impedire quella guerra, soleva spiritosamente 
raccontare, che tre soli individui conoscevano a fondo quella imbrogliata contro- 
versia. Uno era il principe Alberto, che disgraziamente era morto; il secondo un 
uomo di Stato danese, che era impazzito; il terzo, lui Lord Palmerston, che I’aveva 
dimenticata. ” A. la Marmora, Un po’ pin di luce sugh evenli politici e milUari 
dell’ anno 1866 , pp. 30 f. 
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centuiy furnish an adequate approach to the modem phase of 
the question. 

After the close of the Nap oleonic ■vyars, the European dom- 
inions of the King of Denmark consisted of -the-Elingdom of 
Denmark (Jutland and the Danish islands) and the Duchies of 
Schleswig, Holstein, and Lauenburg. These territories whi^ 
were linked in a loosely organized monarchy, differed greatly in 
size and importance. Lauenburg, which had been acquired as a 
compensation for the much more valuable Norway, was a tiny 
mral duchy of some four hundred square miles with a population 
of about fifty thousand.^ Schleswig and Holstein were more 
substantial, each nearly three thousand five hundred square miles 
in area and with four hundred thousand and five hundred 
thousand inhabitants respectively. The kingdom proper had an 
area of nearly fifteen thousand square noiles and a population of 
one million, five hundred thousand.® 

The population of the kingdom was exclusively Danish; that 
of Holstein and Lauenburg, German. Schleswig, with the prob- 
able exception of the extreme southern portion, was Danish at 
the beginning of its history,^ but early in the Middle Ages, 
German settlers began to penetrate it. In the later Middle Ages, 
the rulers and the great landowners were German. With the 
Reformation, the process of Germanization was accelerated by 
the introduction of the German language in the church services 
as far north as the present boundary between Denmark and 
Germany. The advance of the German language and culture 
continued into the third decade of the nineteenth century when 
the people of Angeln, the region south of Flensburg Fiord, gave 
up the use of Danish for “Platt-deutsch. In the nineteenth 

* Mention of Lauenburg, which played a very minor part in the following 
developments, can generally be omitted. 

“ Statistics from Gosch, Denmark and Germany since 1815 , pp. r f., but reduced 
to round numbers. Population statistics based on Danish census of i860 

* Cf. F. de lessen, Manuel hisloriqite de la question du Slesvig, parts I, II, part 

III, pp. 89-93. J- “En Rejse gennem Overgangsegnene fra Dansk til 

Tysk”, in Dahl and Linvald, S^nderjyllartd, I, pp. 96 f. 

' Dahl and Linvald, Sfinderjylland, I, pp. pdf; 120-136; 185-194. Adler, “Die 
Volkssprache in dem Herzogthum Schleswig seit 1864, ” in Z./. s-h. G., XXI (1891), 
especially pp. 49 £f. 
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century, the population of the rural areas of northern Schleswig 
was almost exclusively Danish, that of central Schleswig and of 
the towns to the north, mixed German and Danish, that of 
southern Schleswig almost exclusively German.® 

The differences in size and in nationality of the parts of the 
Danish Monarchy were complicated by differences in inter- 
national position. Holstein and Lauenburg, which had been 
parts of the Holy Roman Empire, were included after 1815 in the 
German Confederation; Schleswig, in spite of the fact that it 
contained a considerable German population, was not. 

The kings of Denmark, wh<jAere absolute monarchs in law in 
the kingiiom arid in fact in the duchies, were interested primarily 
in the maintenance of the monarchy and in' the consolidation and 
centralization of their power aver it's parts. But they were slow 
and cautious, hesitant to stir up opposition to innovations, and 
almost before they realized it, the rising liberalism and national- 
ism of the early nineteenth century brought them face to face 
with problems which they were unable to solve and which led to 
the destruction of their monarchy. 

The growth of liberalism and of nationalism was closely con- 
nected both in the duchies and in the kingdom. For a time, the 
liberal elements among Germans and Danes cooperated. But in 
the 1830’s, the national antagonisms began to gain the upper 
hand, and by 1848, the two peoples stood in irreconcileable 
opposition.' The national, or Schleswig-Holstein party in the 
duchies looked forward to the establishment of a more closely 
united German national state which should include not only 
Lauenburg and Holstein, which were already members of the 
German Confederation, but also Schleswig. The nationalist 
party in the kingdom, with which may be included the Danish 
nationalists of Schleswig, cared little what became of Lauenburg 

° Cf . maps, I and II. Especially in the mixed districts and in such towns as Flens- 
burg, language was not always an accurate grude to national sympathy. Cf. 
Mackeprang, Nordslesmg, 1864-1909, pp. 8 f. 

' Cf. especially Brock, Vorgeschichte der scldeswig-holsteinischen Erhebiing] 
Ottosen, P H. Lorentzen", Lauridsen, Da Sender jyUand vaagnede\ Gebauer, Christian 
August von Schleswig-Holslein-Augustenburg. Also Springer, Dahlmann; Jansen, 
27 . J. Lornsen] Droysen, J. G. Droysen. The literature on this subject is extensive. 



6 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


and Holstein, but aimed at a close connection of Schleswig with 
Denmark. Some of them looked even beyond this to the forma- 
tion of a great pan-Scandinavian state. From the river which 
marked the boundary between Schleswig and Holstein, they 
became known as “Eider-Danes” and the object of their am- 
bitions as ‘ ‘ Eider-Denmark. ’ ’ 

These two conflicting parties based their theories on their 
interpretation of the long history of the relations of the duchies 
to the crown of Denmark and each believed sincerely and pas- 
sionately in the accuracy and justice of its point of view. The 
German or Schleswig-Holstein claims may be summed up in 
three main points; that Schleswig and Holstein were indepen- 
dent, sovereign states, connected with Denmark only in personal 
union ; that Schleswig and Holstein were inseparably united in a 
real union with each other, whence the name of Schleswig-Hol- 
stein; and that the succession in the duchies followed the Salic 
law. The Eider-Danes, on the other hand, maintained that 
Schleswig was rightfully a province of the kingdom, having been 
incorporated with it in 1721; that the inseparable union of the 
two duchies was justified neither by law nor by history; and that 
in Schleswig, the succession was the same as in the kingdom, 
where the Lex Regia of 1665 permitted it to pass through females. 

As a member of the German Confederation, Holstein was a 
sovereign state.® The legal status of Schleswig involves difficult 
problems of political theory but it is, at least, clear that the 
Danes were mistaken in believing that the duchy had been incor- 
porated with the kingdom.® On the second point, the real union 
of the duchies, the Danes were justified in denying the appli- 
cability of the medieval charters on which the claim was based — 
the fact that the duchies had been fiefs of different suzerains 
seems conclusive against it — but a de facto union had developed 
that had long been recognized in practice. With regard to the 
third point, the most authoritative opinion now is that the Lex 

* Federal Act organizing the German Confederation annexed to the Treaty of 
Vienna (1815), Art. I; Final Act of Vienna, May 15, 1820, Arts I and II. 

• Erslev, Frederik IV og Slesvig. 



INTRODUCTION 


7 


Regia had never formally been established in Schleswig and that 
the old law of male succession still applied.*® 

According to this, on the impending extinction of the direct 
male line of the royal house,** the kingdom and the duchies 
would go each its own way. The kingdom would pass to the 
nearest heir of the last king, which meant through the female 
line, while the duchies would pass to the nearest male line, that 
of the dukes of Augustenburg.*® 

Alarmed at this prospect, the Eider-Danes attempted to force 
the government’s hand. In 1846, in answer to a question from 
the Estates of the Danish islands, a royal proclamation, the 
famous ‘ ‘ Open Letter, ’ ’ declared that the succession in Schleswig 
was the same as that in the kingdom. Only with reference to 
some parts of Holstein was any doubt admitted and this the 
government was exerting itself to clear.*® This categorical denial 
of the Schleswig-Holstein claim was answered by protests from 
the agnates and by an outburst of indignation in the duchies and 
in Germany. The Estates of Holstein appealed to the German 
Confederation but before the Diet at Frankfurt had secured a 
satisfactory solution, the Revolution of 1848 burst upon Eu- 
rope. 

In March 1848, the Eider-Danes gained the upper hand in 
Copenhagen. A liberal constitution was established in the 
Kingdom of Denmark and one was planned for the whole mon- 
archy which would link Schleswig more closely to the kingdom 
than to Holstein. The duchies rose in revolt and were at first 
aided by Prussia acting as the mandatory of the Frankfurt 
Parliament. But under pressure from Russia*^ and Great Britain, 
the Prussians withdrew from the duchies, making separate peace 

Erslev, Auguslenborgernes Arvekrav. 

” The Crown Prince, later King Frederick VII, had no children and little 
prospect of any. The only other male in the direct royal line was his uncle. Prince 
Ferdinand, who lived until July 1863, but was also childless. 

** See genealogical table in Appendix, below, based on Gebauer, Christian 
August, Herzog von Schleswig-Holstein, Appendix. 

“ Falck, Sammlung der Wichtigsten Urkunden, welche auf das Staatsrecht 
der Jlerzogthumer Schleswig und Holstein Beztig haben. No. CVI. 

** Schiemann, Russland unter Nikolaus I, IV, pp. 164 f, believes that the Russian 
threats were pure blufi. Nevertheless, they had the desired effect. 



8 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


with Denmark, and the hostilities ended with the Schleswig- 
Holsteiners in control of Holstein and the Danes, of Schleswig. 


I 


II. 


The Schleswig-Holstein question, after the Revolution of 1848, 
turned less on the theories that have just been outlined than on a 
new legal basis, established under the auspices of the Great 
Powers. Because of its location at the entrance to the Baltic Sea, 
the Danish Monarchy has been an object of international interest. 
Considerations like those that have made the Great Powers 
unwilling to see one of their number predominant at Constan- 
tinople,“ influenced their attitude toward Denmark and made 
the independence and integrity of the Danish Monarchy an axiom 
of European politics. 

After the suppression of the revolt in the duchies, the Powers 
took counsel as to how Denmark could best be secured against a 
recurrence of the danger that had threatened her. Ignoring the 
significance of the national antagonism of Germans and Danes 
in the monarchy, they acted as though the root of the difficulty 
lay in the uncertainty of tiie succession to the To 

remedy this, it was arranged that Prince Christian of the Gliicks- 
burg branch of the Danish royal house should succeed in case of 
the extinction of the direct line. The other claimants to the 
succession, except the Duke of Augustenburg, renounced their 
rights in favor of Prince Christian. The Danish government 
steadfastly refused to admit the rights of the Duke of Augusten- 
burg, who had taken a leading part in the revolt, and declined 


“ Cf. Bloomfield to Falmeiston, No. 66, St. Petersburg, March 4, tSso, (Record 
Office, London) ; Sir A. Malet, The Overthrow oj the Germanic Confederation, pp. aa f. 

“ E. g : Palmerston to Sir Henry Wynn, (draft). Private, Sept. tS, 1846. “In 
reply to your letter of the loth Instant I have to inform you that Her M. Govt, 
have not yet had time thoroughly to examine the Question of the succession to 
the throne of Denmark so as to enable them to form an opinion upon it, but that 
on general principles the British Government would regret any thing which might 
tend to diminish the extent and impair the resources of the Danish Monarchy.” 
(Record Office, London.) 


^ ” Cf. Sir A. W. Ward in Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, II, pp. 
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to ask him for a direct renunciation but for various reasons, most 
important of which was the insistence of the King of Prussia, a 
compromise was reached. T'he Duke ceded his estates, which 
had been sequestered, to ‘the Danish government for a large sum 
of money and signed an agreement to live outside of the Danish 
Monarchy and to do nothing that might distur b its peace or the 
established order of succession.^® Finally^rntLondon, on May 8, 
1852, the Great Powers (Austria, France, Great Britain, Prussia, 
Russia) and Sweden-Norway made a treaty with Denmark in 
which they recognized the principle of the integrity of the 
Danish Monarchy as a permanent element of the European 
balance of power and agreed to recognize the succession of Prince 
Christian of Gliicksburg to “all the States at present united 

imder the sceptre of His Majesty the King of Denmark. ’ ’i® j 

In the*meantime, negotiations which were to prove of greater 
importance had been carried on between Austria, Prussia, and 
Denmark. The treaty ending hostilities between Prussia and 
Denmark had provided that the King of Denmark might appeal 
to the German Confederation to restore his legitimate authority 
in Holstein. Ii^as understood that he should not attempt to 
reconquer it In accordance with this agreement, at the 

end of 1850, Austrian and Prussian troops occupied Holstein.®® 
But before restoring the duchy to its sovereign, and before they 

** The negotiations with the Duke were conducted by Bismarck at Frankfurt. 
Cf. Gebauer, Christian August, Herzog son Schleswig-Holstein, pp. 316-332, and a 
few additional documents in Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, I. 

“ Cf. Appendix, H, pp. 265 fit. It should be noted that this treaty does not 
“guarantee” the succession or the independence and integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy. In Germany, it is generally known as the “London Protocol” although 
that term is more correctly applied to the Protocol of August 2, 1850. Cf. Cam- 
bridge History of British Foreign Policy, II, pp. 530 il.; Thors^e, Kong Prederik den 
Syvendes Regering, II, parts i and 3; Neergaard, Under J imigrundloven, I, pp. 
696-743; and some additional documents in Hoetzsch, Peter von Meyetidorff, II. 
There is an extensive controversiai literature on the treaty of London. Most of 
the other European states, including some members of the German Confederation, 
adhered to the treaty but, as Austria and Prussia were parties, it was not thought 
necessary to secure the adhesion of the Confederation. 

®* Treaty of Berlin, July 2, 1830. Nonveau Recueil General de TraitSs, XV, 
PP-' 340-346- 

“ Cf. Thorsfle, Kong Frederik den Syvendes Regering, II, pp. 99 fi.; Neergaard, 
Undfr lunigrundloven, I, pp. 301 ff,; Stem, Geschichte Europas, VII, p. 471. 
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would agree to the new order of succession for the Danish 
Monarchy the two Powers demanded to know what the future 
organization of the re-united monarchy was to be. 

■^On the German side, the lead in these negotiations was taken 
by the Austrian Minister President, Prince Schwarzenberg, then 
at the height of his power. The reaction in Germany and in 
Europe was in full swing and Austria, with Prussia in her wake, 
was preparing to crush out the liberal constitutions which 1848 
had left in the German Confederation.*®/ Denmark was not, it is 
"true, part of the Confederation and hM institutions and those of 
Schleswig were not subject to revision by the Diet of Frankfurt; 
but if it was in the interest of the “Balance of Power’ ’ to main- 
tain the integrity of the Danish Monarchy by the suppression of 
Schleswig-Holsteinism, it was in the interest of the ‘ ‘ Conservative 
Principle’’ to keep the liberal Danish constitution of June 1849 
within as narrow limits as possible by the suppression of Eider- 
Danism.** 

The first proposals of the Danish government for the reorgan- 
ization of the monarchy maintained an intimate constitutional 
connection of Schleswig with the kingdom and were rejected as 
unsatisfactory by the two German Powers. In September 1851, 
the Austrian and Prussian Ministers President argued that the 
restoration of the system of local Estates for Holstein alone would 
result in a temporary conclusion of the events of the past few 
years but not in a permanent solution of the problem. They 
demanded the restoration of the Assembly of Estates in Schleswig 
as well as in Holstein and the submission to both bodies of the 
plan for the reorganization of the monarchy. “Can a real 
solution of the difficulties be expected,’’ wrote Schwarzenberg, 
“when the promise to follow constitutional methods is limited to 
Holstein? Are not the Estates of Holstein linked to those of 

“ H. Friedjung, Oeslerreich von 1S48 bis 1860, II, pp. 149 f. 

« "Baron Manteuffel further stated that he should entertain strong objections 
to the establishment of a Democratic constitution in Sleswig which would have 
effects injurious to the tranquillity of the North. ’ ’ Howard to Palmerston, Berlin, 
November 16, tSsi, No. 104, (Record Office, London). Cf. Gooch, Later Corres- 
pondence of Lord John Russell, II, p. 44J Thors^e, Kong Frederik den Syvendes 
Regtring, II, pp. 153 ff.; Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, I, pp. 510 ff. 
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Schleswig by the nexiis socialis of the Ritterschaft?^® Will not 
their first actions consist of objections to the plan of reorganiza- 
tion laid before the late assembly of notables, of reclamations 
for their ancient rights, and of complaints to the German Con- 
federation? ’ ’26 In a second dispatch of the same date, he wrote 

The re-establishment of the Provincial Estates of Holstein, is looked 

upon by the Imperial Cabinet ... as an important and favorable change 
in the Danish question. But the Danish Ministers will hardly be able, 
at the moment when the future of their country is to be founded anew, 
to cast their eyes on the position of Denmark and of Europe without 
being obliged to confess to themselves that that salutary resolution is but 
a first step made towards the re-establishment of the vital conditions of the 
Danish Monarchy. The idea of separaiing Holstein still more from the other 
Provinces of the Monarchy, in order more closely to nnite Schleswig with the 
Kingdom of Denmark, is repugnant to the principle of the integrity of the 

Monarchy That idea. . .arises from a tendency which manifests itself 

more or less in every country and which aspires to the formation of a new 
map of Europe according to nationalities. The steps taken in order to realize 
that idea . . .and the. . .object of which is the ittcorporation of Schleswig with 
Denmark, are the results of the innovations of the year 1848 , which it would be 
quite time definitely to restrict. . . . The Duchy of Schleswig has always 
been an intermediate link between Denmark and Holstein. 

The attempts which had been made to alienate the institutions 
of Schleswig from those of Holstein, “in order to unite them with 
the institutions of a democratic Denmark,’’ were stated to be 
infringements of the permanent interests of the monarchy as well 
as of existing rights.^^ Baron von Manteuffel, the Prussian 

“ Cf. Appendix I. 

“ Thorsffe, Kong Frederik den Syvendes Regering, II, p. 158; British and Foreign 
State Papers, XLI, pp. 1014 f. 

Schwarzenberg to Vrintz, Vienna, September 9, 1851, No. 2, (Vienna Ar- 
chives). English translation in Correspondence between Austria, Prussia and Den- 
mark, 1851 - 62 . The italics are mine. Two other dispatches of September 9, 1851, 
to Freiherr von Vrintz at Copenhagen are important for an understanding of 
Austrian policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question. In No. 4, Schwarzenberg 
recommended a unitary customs system for the Danish Monarchy, “mitVorbehalt 
des eventuellen Anschlusses Holsteins an eine allgemeine deutsche Zoll- und 
Handelseinigung,’’ and he emphasized the importance of establishing the customs 
frontier at the Elbe. The consequence would be, of course, to prevent the inclusion 
of Holstein in the Prussian "Zollverein” or in any tariff union from which Austria 
was excluded. The influence of the rivalry of Austria and Prussia appears even 
more clearly in No. S- ‘ ‘Ich frige meinen heutigen Erlassen einige Worte vertrau- 
lich bei liber unser und Preussens Verhaltniss zu der danischen Angelegenhdt. In 
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minister, emphasized the loyal and conservative character of the 
Estates of the duchies and he too pointed to the position of 
Schleswig as an intermediate link between Holstein and Den- 
mark. “By the summoning of these Estates, not only for 
Holstein but also for Schleswig,” he wrote, 

the Danish government will provide itself with the proper means of again 
establishing the influence of the sound, conservative elements of these lands 
and will secure to them the position that becomes them in the Danish 
Monarchy. Schleswig will thus again become the intermediate link between 
Holstein and the other parts of the Monarchy, in which latter, those ten- 
dencies which cannot in the long run be reconciled with the devebpment of 
the monarchical form of government will lose their preponderance. There 
will, at the same time, thereby be established a durable and satisfactory 
basis for relations with Germany and for the protection of the constitutional 
rights of the German Confederation.” 

Schwarzenberg summed up his suggestions for the reorganiza- 

I tion of the Danish Monarchy as: “community for every part of 
the Monarchy of the order of succession and of the political 
institutions essential to the unity of the Monarchy; no incor- 
poration, either expressed or de facto, of Schleswig with the 
Kingdom; provincial Estates in the Duchy of Schleswig as well 
as in the Duchy of Holstein; and a settlement of the position of 
Holstein in its relations to the German Confederation. ... ”2“ 

I 

unserem Vortheile liegt eine in ihrer Integritat wahrhaft gesicherte danische 
Monarchie. Preussen ist in dem entgegengesetzten Falle und fiigt sich nur einer 
Notwendigkeit wenn es zu ihrer Herstellung mitwirkt. Der Kaiser miisste Sich 
aber, ungeachtet des Londoner Protokolles, aus der ganzen Sache zuriickziehen, 
konnte Er Seine Mitwirkung nicht mit Seiner deatschen Stellung vereinigen. 
Welche Folgen daraus bei der schwankenden Politik Preussens, und der Moglichkeit 
cines neuen Systemwechsels in Berlin, fur Danemark entstehen konnten habe ich 
wohl nicht nothig vorauszusagen. Unterlassen Sie also Nichts um dem Konige und 
Seinen Minister klar zu machen, dass wenn es ihnen um die Gesamt-monarchie zu 
thun ist, und nicht der Lohn aller ihren Anstrengungen vollig ungewiss bleiben soil, 
die gegenwartge Conjunctur beniitzt werden musse um eine Ldsung im Sinne un- 
serer Rathschlage herbeizufiihren.” Drafts Nos. 4 and s, Sept. 9, 1831, (Vienna 
Archives). Cf. Krieger, Daghfger, I, p. 133. Fear that Prussia would gain advan- 
tage in Germany by a more “national” policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question 
was an important factor in Austrian policy until the end of the war of 1864. 

Thorsfle, Kong Frederik den Sysendes Regering, 11 , p. 139. The date is mis- 
printed December. 

” Schwarzenberg to Vrintz, Vienna, September 9, 1851, No. 3, (Vienna 
Archives), 
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Acceptance of these demands would mean the abandonment 
of the Eider policj" but there was nothing else for Denmark to do. 
Great Britain and Russia had intervened when her integrity was 
at stake but they would not support her in questions of constitu- 
tional detail.®" The Danish minis try resigned, a new one on a 
more conservative basis was formed, and in December of 1851 j 
the negotiations were completed/ The Danes promised that they 
would not incorporate Schleswig with the Kingdom nor take any 
steps directed to that end; the two German Powers gave up the 
claims of the Schleswig-Holstein party. But the clause which 
was to cause the most difficulty and which finally wrecked the 
whole settlement was that in which the King of Denmark declared 
his intention of establishing a constitution for the affairs of the 
monarchy as a whole, to bring about ‘‘an organic and homo- 
geneous union of all parts of the Monarchy in a legal and consti- 
tutional manner; that is, by means of the deliberative Provincial 
Estates of each of the said Duchies separately, and so far as 
regards the Kingdom, by means of resolutions of the Rigsraad; 
as weU as, in reference to Lauenburg, with the cobperation of the 
Knights and Representatives of the country. ’ 

In the years that followed, “Schleswig-Holstein” and “Eider- 
Danish” theories continued to influence public opinion and so 
to put pressure on the governments but the international aspects 
of the question depended upon the complex and ambiguous 
agreements of r 85 1-52. 


III. 

For a few years after 1852, while the liberal and national 
forces were recuperating from the shock of defeat, the Danish 
government was left practically undisturbed to deal with the 

’o Thors^e, Kong Frederik den Syvendes Regering, 11 , pp. T66fl.; Neergaard 
Under Jtinigrundloveit, I, pp. 542 f- 

“ Cf. Appendix II, pp 267-273. English translations of the document 
may be found in Correspondence between Austria, Prussia and Denmark, 1851-52 
and in Gosch, Denmark and Germany since 1815, pp. 380 400. The main points 
were summed up in a Danish royal proclamation of January 28, 1852. Nouveau 
Recueil giniral des Traitts, XV, pp. 407-412; Gosch, op. oil., pp. 393-398. 
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problem of the duchies. During the Crimean War, Napoleon 
III suggested to the Prussian government that Holstein and 
southern Schleswig might be its reward for entering the war 
against Russia.®^ Otherwise none of the Powers took an active 
interest in the Schleswig-Holstein question until 1856. 

In the duchies, the altitude of Austria and Prussia as expressed 
in the agreements of 1851-52 made the realization of the national 
aims of the Schleswig-Holstein party seem hopeless. In Schles- 
wig, which was now rigorously separated from Holstein, the mass 
of the German population stubbornly resisted the anti-German 
measures of the administration. But most of the political leaders 
were in exile or despondent and inactive. In Holstein, on the 
other hand, where German nationality was not exposed to 
pressure, the middle classes and the peasantry were generally 
apathetic. The leadership there, of the opposition to the Danish 
government, passed from the liberals to the conservative aris- 
tocrats, the right wing of the Ritterschap.^ Most influential 
among this group were Count Adolf Blome and Baron Carl von 
Scheel-Plessen.’^ Their goal was not the separation of the duchies 
from the Danish Monarchy but the establishment of a conser- 
vative ‘Whole State, ’ in which the German and Danish national- 
ities should be on an equal footing. Even the old-fashioned 
royal absolutism seemed to them preferable to a state in which 
the ‘democracy’ of Copenhagen could rule the aristocracy of 
Holstein.’“ Their emphasis on the ‘historic rights’ of the duchies 
was not inconsistent with the prevailing currents of reaction, 
and their ultra-conservative and aristocratic policy gained them 
the sympathy of conser\'ative Europe.®® 

In the kingdom, all parties, with the exception of a small group 
of the National Liberals, recognized the necessity of yielding to 
the pressure of the Great Powers and of abandoning the Eider 

Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, I, pp. 936 f. 

“ Cf. Appendix I. 

“ Hagenah, “1863. Die nationale Bewegung in Schleswig-Hoktein.’? in 
Z./. s-h. G., LVI, pp. 283 ff. 

“ Hagenah, op. cit., pp. 285 f. Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, pp. 71 f. 
Bismarck, Die gesammeUen Werke, VII, p. 34. 

“ a. Poschinger, Preussens auswSrlige Politik, 1850 bis 1858. pp. 220 f. 
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policy. The working out of the new organization of the monarchy 
fell to the Conservatives, the so-called Helstat^’’ party, who aimed 
at the preservation of the monarchy as a whole and who regarded 
with equal disfavor the disruptive forces, both Schleswig- 
Holstein and Eider-Dane. For a time, the Helstat party was 
supported by the Bondevemier, or Peasants Party, and by the 
tacit acquiescence of some of the National Liberals, in its general 
policy and especially in the passing of the new law of succession 
called -for by the Treaty of London. 

But before the program could be completed by the establish- 
ment of the projected common constitution,®* it had become more 
difficult for the government to deal with the Rigsdag^ of the 
kingdom. 

The ministry was becoming increasingly reactionary and by a 
royal proclamation of July 26, 1854, without the cooperation of 
the Rigsdag or of the Estates of the duchies, it established a 
constitution for the affairs common to the monarchy as a whole.'*" 
This vested the legislative power in a Rigsraad of fifty members, 
thirty to be elected by the representative bodies of the kingdom 
and of the three duchies,** twenty to be appointed by the King. 

In 1854, however, the European reaction had reached its height 
and the defeats of the Russians in the Crimea gave new hope to 
the liberal and national elements in Europe, not least to those of 
Denmark.*® In December 1854, a less reactionary ministry came 

‘Whole State.’ 

This seems to be the most satisfactory term to use for the constitution of the 
monarchy as a whole. It is usually called Fallesforfalning, in Danish, Gesamtver- 
fassung, in German. The term ‘Federal’ will be used for the constitution of the 
German Confederation. 

^ Rigsdag is the term usually applied to the legislature of the kingdom, 
Rigsraad to that of the monarchy as a whole. The Rigsdag had legislative (6«- 
sluttende, bcschliesscnde) powers, the Estates of the duchies merely deliberative 
(raadgivende, beralhende). 

<0 According to the royal proclamation of January 28, 1852, these were to be 
foreign affairs, army, navy, and common finance; according to section s of the 
Constitution of 1854, common affairs were all those not specifically reserved as 
local for the individual parts of the monarchy. Cf. Neergaard, Under Junigrund- 
loven, I, pp. S7I f., 893. 

‘M8 for Denmark, 6 for Holstein, 5 for Schleswig, and i for Lauenburg. 

“ Cf. Karl Floug’s stirring poem “Sebastopols Fald.” Digjte, I, pp. 264-267- 
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into office in Copenhagen and preparations were made to revise 
the constitution in accordance with the wishes of the represen- 
tatives of the kingdom.'*’ 

The second common constitution was signed by the King on 
October 2, 1855 and was accepted, though informally, by the 
Rigsdag, but was not submitted in any way to the influence of 
the representatives of the duchies. Its main feature was a uni- 
cameral Rigsraad of eighty members, twenty appointed by the 
King, thirty elected by the members of the four local assemblies, 
and thirty chosen by direct election of voters who met a certain 
property qualification. By the apportionment of representation 
to the various parts of the monarchy and by the method of 
election, a Danish majority was assured.*^ 

The Constitution of 1855 proved as unsatisfactory to the 
German leaders as the preceding one to the Danes. Under the 
leadership of Baron von Scheel-Plessen, eleven of the German 
members of the first Rigsraad introduced a resolution petitioning 
the King to lay the constitution and the electoral law before the 
Estates of Schleswig, Holstein, and Lauenburg; and to present 
to the Rigsraad a draft taking account of their advice. When 
this was defeated by the Danish majority in the assembly, the 
‘eleven’ protested against the constitution as contrary to the 
royal proclamation of January 28, 1852, and to the agreements 
with Austria and Prussia.'*’ 

The failure of the Danish government to give the Estates of 
the duchies an opportunity to deliberate on the pro'visions reg- 
ulating their position in the common constitution of the monarchy 

« The change in ministiy was due in part to the Danish opposition, in part to 
Court intrigues. Cl. Neergaard, Uiuier Junigrundlown, I, pp. Sgfl-pos, 942-g68. 

« Of the appointed members, 12 were to be residents of the Itin gd n m , 3 of 
Schleswig, 4 of Holstem, 1 of Lauenburg; of the indirectly elected, 18 were from 
the kingdom, 5 from Schleswig, 6 from Holstein and i from Lauenburg; of the 
directly elected, 17 were from the kingdom, 5 from Schleswig and 8 from TTnld-pin 
47 members were thus allotted to the kingdom and although the composition of 
the assembly of the Estates of Schleswig favored the Germans, some Danish repre- 
sentatives were sure to be elected directly in Schleswig. Cf. Neergaard, Under 
Junigrundloven, II, pp., 23-33; and P. Andrae, Andrae og Fcdlesforfalningen at 
5 October J 8 S 5 . 

RigsraadsHdende, 1856, Columns 1135-1409, 1665-1880. 
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was a serious mistake, whose effects were intensified by the way 
in which the Constitution of 1855 was established. It is true 
that, formally, the constitution was created by the King after 
consultation with the appointed members of the existing Rigs- 
raad. But practically, the Danish Rigsdag had had an oppor- 
tunity to accept or reject it,^® while the representatives of the 
duchies had been completely disregarded. Even if the Estates 
of both duchies had maintained the Schleswig-Holstein point of 
view and opposed the policy of the government, their right was 
merely to discuss and to advise, not to accept or reject. The 
government would have been as free to disregard their advice 
concerning the common constitution as it was to decline it with 
reference to the constitutions for local affairs. Its refusal even 
to hear the opinion of the Estates gave a legitimate basis for the 
complaints of the Schleswig-Holsteiners and of the German 
Powers. 


rv. 

The conflicts that developed in the Rigsraad led to the 
diplomatic intervention of Prussia and Austria. The immediate 
occasion was a law passed by the Rigsraad authorizing the govern- 
ment to dispose of certain domain lands in Holstein. The royal 
proclamation of January 28, 1852, had included the income from 
domain lands with the common finances of the monarchy but 
had left their administration and control under the head of local 
affairs. This division had been retained in the local constitutions 
of the duchies but article 50 of the Common Constitution of 
1855 gave the Rigsraad control of the alienation and acquisition 
of the domains of the monarchy. The local constitution of 
Schleswig was modified in this sense by royal ordinance but the 
Estates of Holstein refused to accept a parallel amendment.®’ 
The point of view of the government was that, as, in the past, the 
King alone had exercised the imquestioned right of selling the 
domains in the duchies, he now had the right to limit his power 

* Neergaard, Under Junigrundttnen, II, pp. 23-34, 36-52. 

Ibid., p. 109. 
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by giving the Rigsraad a share of it. But with the legal situation 
in a transitional stage, it was politically unwise for the government 
to raise the question. The Schleswig-Holstein opposition pro- 
tested against the transference of the control of the domains 
from the local to the common legislature and broadcast the 
charge that the Danish government had broken its agreements 
on a second point. The opinion widely held in Germany that 
the wealth of the duchies w'as being used to lighten the financial 
burdens of the kingdom thus gained new emphasis and apparent 
confirmation. 

In a note dated June i, 1856, Manteuflel instructed th^ Prus- 
sian minister at Copenhagen to call the attention of the Danish 
government to the grievances of the duchies. “We have followed 
the deliberations of the Holstein Estates and of the Danish 
Rigsraad with the liveliest interest. We have observed with 
regret that the situation of the duchies has again reached a state 
of tension that gives cause to fear more serious developments. ’ ’ 
In an attached memorandum, he specified the objections of the 
Prussian government to the action of the Danish government 
with regard to the domain lands and to the way in which the 
Constitution of 1855 had been established.^^ This note of the 
Prussian government was followed on June 23 by a similar one 
from Buol in Vienna to the Austrian minister at Copenhagen. 

Neither Manteuffel nor Buol had objected to the more re- 
actionary constitution of 1854) which had been promulgated with 
equal disregard for the procedure prescribed by the agreements 
of 1851-52. They had even replied with expressions of cordial 
approval when notified by the Danish government of the estab- 
lishment of that of i 855.«« After the Crimean War, however, 
German public opinion had begun to follow the situation in the 
duchies and in Denmark with renewed interest. Pamphlets and 
books on the ‘Danish oppression’ of the ‘German duchies’ ap- 
peared in increasing numbers. The cause of the duchies was one 

« Urkundenbuch zur Geschiclitc der Holslein-LauenhurgiKhen Ansdegenheit, 
1851-IS5S, No. 12. 

Ibid.f No. 13. 

Neergaard, Under JunigrundlovmjJl^'^, 124, 
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in which liberals and conservatives cmild unite on the basis of a 
common hostility to Denmark. The former were in close touch 
mth the exiled leaders of the Schleswig-Holstein revolt, the latter 
S3rmpathized with the Ritierschaft in its conflict with the more 
liberal tendencies of Copenhagen. “I cannot look on in silence 
at what has come to pass over there,” King Frederick William 
IV of T^russia told a Danish envoy. 

At Copenhagen, they have quite forgotten that the Confederation exists 
and has rights and, too, that it is a land of forty-five millions of people. 
They carry on as though Germany were not a power and not deserving of 

respect. That I cannot accept I cannot and will not hear without 

protest that a part of Germany, a German land is to be only a foreign 

province, that Holstein is to be a Danish province Certainly the \ 

King has the best of intentions, but I want to tell you this, to express my 
opinion frankly: . . . There was Revolution in Denmark and it still shares 
in the government. There are some respectable men in the Ministry, that I 
gladly admit, but you are flirting with Revolution, with the revolutionary 
rabble. It has been my duty everywhere to stand against injustice and 
against the Revolution. 

Because of the influence of public opinion on the governments of 
the minor states, it was feared that a complaint by the Holstein 
or Lauenburg Estates to the Diet of the Confederation would 
result in awkward discussions. The Prussian government decid- 
ed, therefore, to make what political capital it could by taking 
the initiative in a popular cause and to forestall the action of the 
min or states at Frankfurt. The Austrian government dared not 
risk its influence in Germany by falling too far behind Prussia.®^ 
Scheele, the Danish minister for foreign affairs, took the situa- 
tion very lightly and by his dilatory and intransigeant ha.nrning 
of the negotiations envenomed the controversy. His replies to 
the notes of Austria and Prussia offered a few slight concessions 
in the matter of the domain lands but passed over the more 
important issue, the Constitution of 1855. Manteuffel and Buol 
renewed their complaints in sharper notes in October 1856 and 

“ Billow to Scheele, September 18, 1856, Neergaard, Under Juiiigrundloven,!!, 
p. 134 - 

® Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, pp. 124. ft; Sybel, Begriindung des 
deutschen Reiches, III, pp. 92 fi.; Bismarck to Manteuffel, May 27, 1856, in Pos- 
chinger, Preussen im Bundestag, HI, po. 1-4. Cf. note 27, pp. ii f. above. 
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threatened that if Denmark did not regulate the position of 
Holstein and Lauenburg by constitutional methods, they would 
refer the question to the Diet of the German Confederation.®’ 

Scheele’s reply, in February 1857, ’^argued that the Common 
Constitutions of 1854 and 1855 had been promulgated in all due 
form because the constitution of Holstein had previously been 
amended in such a way as to withdraw from the competence of 
the Estates of the duchy, all matters which were “common 
affairs ’ ’ of the monarchy.®® 

The negotiations were obAiously leading to no results and 
Austria and Prussia prepared to bring the question before the 
Diet. Scheele insisted that any further yielding on Denmark’s 
part was “a constitutional impossibility” and was prepared to 
regard anj' attempt at Federal Execution by the Frankfurt Diet 
as the beginning of war.®® He fell from power in April 1857, and 
his ministrj' was succeeded by one under the leadership of the 
abler and more conciliatory Carl Christian Hall.®’ The first act 
of the Hall ministrj' was to inform Austria and Prussia that 
Denmark agreed to do what Scheele had merely suggested: to 
submit the local constitution for Holstein to the Estates by 
August 1857.®* 

It was becoming too late for even this temporary solution. 
The meeting of the Estates brought the conflict no nearer to an 
end. The government’s proposals offered Holstein more exten- 

Neergaard, Under J migrundloicn, II, pp. 127 S.; Vrkundenbuch zur Ge- 
schichlc der Holslciti-Leiiicnbiirg.'scliei: Aiiiclegeiilieit, JdiJ-JSii, pp. 76-89. 

■’* ITie delay was due in part to Scheele’s wish to see what would happen in the 
Neufchitel question, which monopolized the attention of the Prussian government 
in the autumn and winter of 1S50, in part to his attempt to have the controversy 
brought before a European conference. Neergaard, Under Jiinigrimdlmen, II, 
p. 136. 

“ Lriundenhuch zur Ceschielile der Holsisin-Lauenburgiscken Angelegenheit, 
1S51-I85S, pp. 90-98. 

“ Scheele to Bulow, March r6, 1857. Neergaard, Under Junigrundloveit, II, 
p. 141, footnote 2, ’ 

« On Hall, cf. especially C. St. Bille, “Carl Christian HaU” in Bricka, Dansk 
Biografisk Lexikon, VI, pp. 493-508, and N. N[eergaard], “Hall, Carl Christian” in 
Salmonsens Komersationslexikon, X, (1920), pp. 684-687. 

Vrkundenbuch zur Gesckichte der Hohleiii-Lauenburgiscken Angelegenheit, 

104. 
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sive constitutional rights, but as before, all references to the 
position of Holstein in the common constitution were omitted. 
At the end of October, then, Austria and Prussia referred the 
question to the Diet at Frankfurt which took formal cognizance 
of the state of the negotiations and prepared for action.®® 

On February ii, 1858, the Diet adopted a resolution that it 
could not regard the Constitution of 1855 as valid in Holstein 
and Lauenburg. Denmark was called upon to inform the Diet 
of the way in which it intended to secure the constitutional 
position of those duchies in the monarchy in accordance with the 
principles of the constitution of the German Confederation and 
the promises of 1851-1852.®° On February 25, the Diet expressed 
the expectation that the Danish government would refrain from 
any measures in Holstein and Lauenburg which were not in ac- 
cordance with the above mentioned resolution of February ii.®^ 
Attempts of the Danish government to compromise were rejected 
and finally, under pressure from the Diet, in November 1858 the 
application of the Constitution of 1855 to Holstein and Lauenburg 
was suspended and the Holstein Estates called for January 3, 
1859 to deliberate on the position of that Duchy in the Monar- 
chy.®® 

The net result of the negotiations from 1856 to 1858 was the 
de facto establishment of the Eider-Denmark. Since 1856, its 
partisans had been increasing in number and in influence on 
public opinion and on the government. They found cogent 
arguments in the obvious difficulty of establishing a constitution 
that would be acceptable to Holstein and to Germany and in 
the danger to the development of liberal institutions in the rest 
of the monarchy from the intervention of the German Con- 
federation in Holstein. The government was not yet ready to 
break completely with its opponents by boldly adopting the 
Eider program. Nevertheless, the decision not to offer armed 

“ At the same time a formal complaint was received from Lauenburg. Ibid., 
pp. 1 1 7-1 25. 

®“ Ibid., pp. 132-138. 

“ Ibid., p. 140. 

Urkundenbuch zur deulscit-ddniscben Angelegenheii win Z9 October 1S57 bis 
26 December 1861, pp. 48-54. 



22 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


resistance but to suspend the operation of the constitution in 
the Federal lands of the monarchy was really the parting of the 
ways. Hall, the President of the Council, emphasized as the 
great advantage in fulfilling the demand of the Diet, the fact 
that this would be in accordance with the wishes of the Great 
Powers and would therefore temporarily free Denmark from 
pressure and give time to look about for another way out of the 
diflficulty. Yielding would not prejudice the future, but would 
leave the way open for an approach to the Eider policy or a 
return to the ‘Whole State’ organization as circumstances de- 
manded.®^ As the future showed, the Holstein Estates and their 
German supporters would accept no common constitution that 
was not based either on absolute monarchy or on equal represen- 
tation of all four parts of the Monarchy, regardless of the popula- 
tion. The people of Denmark, however, had advanced too far 
constitutionally to accept a return to absolutism. The alter- 
native, equal representation regardless of population, would have 
given fifty thousand Lauenburgers equal power with one and 
one half million Danes and would have given the German 
minority full control of the legislature. It was out of the question 
for Denmark to submit to such an arrangement. The return to 
the ‘W’hole State’ organization was impossible. 

V. 

During this phase of the controversy, from 1856 to 1858, the 
Danish government received no support for its policy except 
from Sweden-Norway. There the renewal of the Danish-German 
conflict had caused a revival of interest in the idea of a Scan- 
dinavian union. In the latter part of the eighteenth century, the 
idea had begun to spread in learned and literary circles in the 
three Scandinavian countries that Danes, Swedes, and Norwe- 
gians were at bottom one people and, in spite of unpleasant 
memories from the days of the Kalmar union of the fourteenth 
century, their relationship should be closer than that of other 
nations. The policy of Sweden during the last years of the 
“Neeigaard, Under Junigrundloven, 11 . pp. 1S3-186 
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Napoleonic wars checked the movement for a time but, influenced 
by the romanticism of the first generation of the nineteenth 
century, it revived with increased strength. Poets turned back 
to the early days when there was little to distinguish the three 
peoples, and celebrated the' glories common to them all. In the 
1840’s, came a series of meetings of the university youth of the 
three countries, who were soon joined by the Liberals of the cities 
in their support of the Scandina^’ian ideal. 

As the conflict of nationalities in Schleswig became acute, the I 
Scandinavian movement became more political and the Eider- 
Danes, especially, dreamt of a union of the three peoples to 
defend “the northland’s frontier’’ against the Germans. “Not 
Schleswig, not Denmark,’’ proclaimed Carl Ploug in 1844 to 
the Danish Schleswigers, “but the whole northland, great and 
beautiful, is your fatherland. Good courage, Schleswigers, for 
you are Scandinavians ! .... There are not thirty-three millions 

of Germans who are going to overwhelm a hundred and fifty 
thousand poor peasants; there are thirty thousand, yea, only 
three thousand, or, strictly speaking, perhaps only thirty fool- 
hardy Schleswig-Holsteiners who have thrown down the gauntlet 
to six million Scandinavians. In 1848, Swedish and Norwegian 
volunteers had flocked to the Danish army and a Swedish- 
Norwegian auxiliary corps was landed on the island of Fyn 
(Ftinen). There was talk of solving the Danish succession 
question by the adoption of the King of Sweden-Norway as the 
heir of Frederick VII.®® VTiether or not such a plan was seriously 
considered in ofiicial circles, the Treaty of London ended it as a 
possible solution and it was not discussed again until 1856. 

In June of that year, a group of students from the Universities 
of Copenhagen, Christiania, and Lund gathered at Uppsala, 
where Carl Ploug, editor of the influential National Liberal 
Fadrelandet and the recognized leader of the Danish ‘Scandina- 
vians’ eloquently advocated the dynastic union of the three 
kingdoms. On their return, King Oscar entertained the students 
at his palace of Drottningholm near Stockholm, listened to the 

“ Neergaard, Under Junigrmdlown, I, pp. 23 f. 

® Sveriges Historia, XII, p. 104, 
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enthusiastic speeches, and in reply proclaimed the future brother- 
hood-in-arms of the northern peoples: “Our swords” he pro- 
claimed, “are ready for the common defense.”'® Crown Prince 
Charles (soon to be King Charles XV) as Viceroy of Norway, 
addressed the Norwegian students on their return to Christiania, 
and King Frederick VII of Denmark gave a banquet to the 
Danish delegation. 

Naturally the Eider-Danes, who disliked the ‘Whole State’ 
system, would seek to overturn the order of succession upon 
which it was based.®’ Their aim was to associate Sweden and 
Norway with the policy of excluding Holstein and to enlist their 
aid in the defense of the historic and ‘national’ Eider frontier. 
In political circles in Sweden, the point of view was somewhat 
different. To the royal house, a third crown was of itself some- 
what tempting. In addition, it was felt that the union of the 
three Scandinavian kingdoms would form a respectable counter- 
weight against Russia, which had been angered by the hostile 
attitude of Sweden during the Crimean War®® and by the treaty 
made with England and France in November 1855.®® 

In September 1856, when Prince Jerome Napoleon visited 
Christiania and Stockholm, Prince Charles and King Oscar 
gained the impression that England and France were seriously 
interested in modifying the Danish succession and bringing 
about the Scandinavian union. From the i6th to the 22nd of 
September, Prince Charles visited Copenhagen where he was 
received with enthusiasm. His conversations with leading 
‘Scandinavians’ and particularly with Carl Ploug, led to the 
appointment of a more sympathetic Swedish minister to Denmark 
and to a negotiation between the Kings of Sweden and Denmark. 
Early in December, Ploug sent a memorandum to King Oscar, 
in which he pointed out that there were three forms of alliance 
possible for their states: a purely defensive alliance, ex HiiH in g 
the “purely German” territories of Denmark; an offensive and 

“ H. Koht, Die SielUtng Norwegens und ScInvedetiSi p. 34; Sveriges Sislofiai 
XII, p. io6; Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, p. 120. 

“ Cf. Krieger, Dagb^ger, I, p. 177. (January 3, 1836). 

Sveriges Hisloria, Xn, p. 103. 

•• Ibid., pp. 129 f. 
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defensive confederation, limited in territorial extent like the 
first, but with common army, navy, and representation, with 
gradual extension of the constitution; and a complete dynastic 
union. The last must be their ultimate aim. It, like the second, 
was contrary to existing treaties and would be opposed by Russia 
and Germany, but it could be attained if Sweden-Norway would 
begin by offering a defensive alliance on the basis of the Eider 
policy. As the Danish people would never consent to the German 
demands for the duchies, a severe conflict was almost sure to 
arise. Then, if Sweden-Norway gave armed aid to Denmark 
and the German duchies were actually separated from the 
monarchy, the way to the dynastic union would be prepared. 
King Oscar accepted the idea. On February 25, 1857, he wrote 
to Frederick VII, suggesting the conclusion of an alliance and in 
March, explained his plan in greater detail. Whereas in 1848, 
the Swedish government had limited its aid to the defense of the 
kingdom proper, it was now prepared to help defend the Eider. 

Under the influence of his minister for foreign affairs, who was 
opposed to the Scandinavian movement and who frequently 
acted with scant regard for the views of his colleagues in the 
ministry, the Danish King rejected an alliance that did not 
include the defense of his whole monarchy. When a dispatch of 
von Scheele’s of February 20 became generally known, in which 
he spoke of the Scandinavian movement as “a poetic idea” and 
rather brusquely rebuffed the Swedish government, the negotia- 
tions lost all prospect of immediate success. 

For a short time, however, political Scandinavianism became 
what it had hardly been before, a European question, and was 
discussed in pamphlets and newspapers.'- An article in the Paris 
Fresse'® signed Charles Edmond, aroused especial attention. The 
author, a Polish emigre,'^ had accompanied Prince Jerome Na- 
poleon on his journey in northern waters and was supposed to 

H. Koht, Die SieUung Koneegens vnd Sekivedens, pp. 36 f., 42 ff. Sveriges 
Eistoria, XIl, p. 110. 

” H. Koht, op. cit., pp. 39 ff., Sveriges Hisforia, XII, pp. 1 10-113. 

” H. Koht. op. cil., pp. 37 f. 

” Dec. 20, 1836. 

His real name was Cboiecki. 
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reflect liis views. In his article, which was later ejspanded into 
a chapter of a book, Voyage dans les Mers du Nord’’^ Edmond 
proposed that Lauenburg, Holstein, and South Schleswig be 
joined in a state for Prince Christian of Glucksburg, and that 
the rest of Schleswig and Denmark be united with Sweden- 
Nonvay under the Bernadette d)masty.^'* 

These discussions led to no practical results. Napoleon III 
was the only one of the great monarchs in sympathy with the 
pan-Scandinavian movement. He generally included the forma- 
tion of a united Scandinavia in his many editions of the new map 
of Europe but, although he discussed the matter with various 
European stalesmen, he subordinated his interest to the more 
immediate object of an entente with Alexander II. For several 
years, therefore, the ofiicial policy of France in the Schleswig- 
Holstein question followed that of Russia.” 

Russia had taken the lead in supporting the action of Prussia 
and Austria. In February 1856, Nesselrode, then in charge of 
Russian foreign aflairs, had spoken to the Prussian minister at 
Petersburg of his fear that the controversy between the Danish 
government and the Estates of Holstein might lead to serious 
consequences. His most intimate friend for forty years, he said, 
had been the late Danish minister to Russia, Count Blome. 
That friendship had now been transferred to his nephew, Baron 
Blome, the leader of the Holstein opposition.’® 

In July 1856, Nesselrode’s successor, Gorchakov told the 
Danish minister at Petersburg that, in spite of his sympathy for 
Denmark, the Emperor was sincerely and seriously alarmed at 
conditions there.” Somewhat later he remarked that he could no 
longer perform for Denmark the same services that he had as 

Paris, 1S57. 

H. Koht, op cit., p. 38. 

" Bismarck, Die gcsammdten Werke, II, p. 212; T. Martin, The Life of Bis 
Royal Highness the Prince Consort, IV., p. in; F. Charles-Roux, Alexandre II, 
GorIchakoJI cl Xapol^on III, pp. 207-210. Cf. Appendix V. 

Werther to Manteuffel, February 26, 1856. In Poschinger, Preussens aus- 
wartige PoUtik, 1850 bis 1858 , III, pp. 220 f. 

” Otto Plcssen ’s report from St Petersburg, July 30, 1856; Neergaard, Under 
Jwiiffmdjtmxn, II, 138. 
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Russian representative at Frankfurt in 1850, and added, “I owe 
it to you to say that perhaps 1 don’t even want to!”®" In Otto 
Plessen’s words, “from the moral standpoint, the government of 
St. Petersburg sees the Holstein opposition as a conservative 
element in contrast with the government; and from the political 
standpoint, it is anxious lest our conflicts should lead to compli- 
cations which would e.xpose the whole constitutional organization 
so toilsomely completed, to serious danger. Even Baron 
Brunnow, the Russian ambassador at London, long the strongest 
supporter of the Danish cause, pointed out to a Danish diplomat 
that the situation was quite different from that of 1848-50. 
“Russia is now favorably disposed to Prussia, unfavorably to 
Denmark. You know that we regard the Holstein question as 
one of German domestic politics. England will support you with 
notes but nothing more; France will risk nothing for your sake. 
You will come to be entirely isolated. Follow our example! 
Although a Great Power we have yielded and made concessions 
that were humiliating to our self-esteem in order to attain peace 
and avert worse evils. Win over the Holsteiners, cajole them, 
when they are in Copenhagen lay the constitution before them! 
You are no longer dealing with revolutionarj'- forces but with 
conservative ones, both in Holstein and in Germany.’’®® 

The Russian government persisted in regarding the conflict 
over the position of Holstein as within the jurisdiction of the 
German Confederation. “It has grown out of measures taken 
by your government,’’ Gorchakov told the Danish minister at 
St. Petersburg, “and it is your affair to come to an understanding 
with the German cabinets. ’ ’®® 

Great Britain made some efforts to persuade Austria and Prus- 
sia not to lay the matter before the Diet at Frankfurt, but failed 
to convince those two powers or Russia. At the same time, the 
British cabinet urged the Danish government to save itself from 
conflict with Germany by redressing the “legitimate grievances’’ 

*" Otto Plessen’s report, September 5, 1856. Ibid. 

Report of November 14, 1856. Ibid. 

® Ibid., p. 139. 

“ Ibid., II, p. 138, pp. 158 f; and K. v. SchJozer, Petersburger Brie/e, pp. 38, 47. 
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of its German subjects.*'* British sympathy for Denmark -was 
stimulated by the attitude of Denmark’s opponents, Austria and 
Prussia, during the Crimean war and by the Austrian policy in 
Italy which irritated English friends of the Riser gimento. Sus- 
picion of Germany’s— or Prussia’s— aspirations for naval 
supremacy in the Baltic disturbed some English minds and added 
to the growing assumption that Great Britain was bound in 
honor to protect ‘little Denmark.’ But in the Foreign Office, 
this sentiment was counteracted by knowledge of the grievances 
of the Duchies, especially as represented in a confidential report 
of Mr. John Ward, the British representative at Hamburg, 
who made a detailed study on the ground and who was sympa- 
thetic to the German liberal aspirations. Lord Clarendon, the 
foreign secretary, maintained a watchful but non-aggressive 
policy.®' “ It is the earnest desire of Her Majesty ’s Government, ’ ’ 
he wrote to the British charge at Copenhagen, 

that this question of the duchies should be settled in a manner honorable 
to the King of Denmark; and no advice will ever be offered by them which 
it would be contrary to His Majesty’s honor to adopt; but it is to be re- 
membered that the national good faith of Denmark would suffer, and the 
Powers which are ill-disposed to her would obtain a great advantage, if 
existing engagements rvere not scrupulously observed. 

I enclose herewith a memorandum which has been drawn up at this 
office in regard to the union between .Schleswig and Holstein and which 
contains the assurances to be found in public documents. These, together 
with the usage of 400 years, constitute the title of the Duchies to union 
among themselves and separate existence from Denmark under the common 
Sovereign." 


VI. 

The assembly of the Estates of Holstein met in January 1859. 
The royal commissioner laid before it the Common Constitution 
of October 2, 1855, the electoral law, and the draft of a new 
constitution for the local affairs of Holstein; the two former for 

" Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, 139-140. Clarendon to Buchanan, 
March ii, 1S57; Clarendon to Seymour, March 25, 1857 and March 31, 1857; 
Clarendon to Orme, July i, 1857; (Record Office, London). 

" Cambridge History of British Foreigii Policy, II, 542 - 543 - 
" Clarendon to Orme, draft, July i, 1857, (Record Office, London). 
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deliberation, the latter for deubion. Encouraged by the know- 
ledge that they were backed bj' German public opinion, the 
Estates refused to compromise. They declared that they would 
continue to accept the King’s proclamation of January 28, 1852, 
as the basis for the organization of the monarchy, but that if 
they had been left a free choice, they would have preferred the 
siaius quo of 1848, “the legislative and administrative union of 
the duchies . . with such modification as the times demanded. ’ ’ 
They had never accepted the abolition of that union and they 
took this opportunity formally to protest against it. They were 
opposed to the Constitution of 1855, to the electoral law and 
indeed to any common representative body. If population formed 
the basis for representation, the German parts of the monarchy 
would be subordinated to the Danish, contrary to the agreements 
of 1S51-52. Even if the parts of the monarchy were represented 
equally, their autonomy [Selvstaendighed] would not be adequate- 
ly safeguarded. The lack of knowledge of the Danish language 
on the part of the Germans and the difficulties involved in 
meeting in a distant and Danish speaking capital were additional 
objections to a common legislature. The only arrangement that 
would be satisfactoiy would be to maintain the existing spheres 
of common and local administration and legislation, with the 
exception that the control of the domains should be local, and to 
vest the legislative power, not in the ministry' and the Rigsraad 
but in the ministry and the assemblies of the indi^^dual parts of 
the monarchy. Laws affecting the common affairs shoffid become 
valid only when passed unchanged by the Danish Rigsdag, the 
Estates of Schleswig and of Holstein and the Diet of Lauenburg.*' 
Not only did the Estates reject the belated concessions of the 
government but they opened an attack on the administration of 
Schleswig. It was a subject with which they were legally in- 
competent to deal but it, and not the position of Holstein in the 
monarchy, was the real object of conffict. Although almost ten 
years had passed since the reconquest of Schleswig, it was gov- 
erned with little more civic freedom than it had been immediately 

Neergaaid, Under Junig^mdioven, 11 , pp. 305-317. 
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after the suppression of the revolt.*® Shortly after the peace 
treaty between Denmark and Prussia in July 1850, F. F. Tillisch 
had been appointed royal commissioner in Schleswig. His 
policy, like that of the Danish government since 1848, was to 
work for the closest possible union of Denmark and Schleswig 
and to maintain the separation of Schleswig and Holstein. The 
dismissal of pastors and officials who had taken part in the revolt, 
the interference by the ofiicials and the police with the life of 
the Germans in middle and south Schleswig, and in general the 
Eider-Danish tendencies of Tillisch ’s administration called forth 
such protests from the German Powers and pressure from Russia 
and even England, that in July 1851, he resigned.** 

From the beginning of 1852, when the Danish government 
returned to the ‘Whole State’ basis, until December 1854, 
Schleswig was administered by Karl Moltke, an absolutist 
German, and the repression weighed equally on Eider-Danes 
and Schleswig-Holsteiners. But from then on, the administration 
concentrated its attention on the latter. For over a decade after 
the suppression of the revolt, Schleswig was governed on much 
the same lines as under Tillisch. Freedom of the press, of 
assembly and association did not exist. Meetings could not take 
place without the preliminary permission of the authorities, any 
association could be dissolved by administrative action, and the 
press was restricted as it had been in the days of the absolute 
monarchy. The opposition press was abolished and only two 
political journals, both pro-government, were allowed to appear. 
Foreign newspapers and books were carefully watched but after 
1854, the restrictions were limited to literature from the south. 

In December 1858, just before the meeting of the Holstein 
'■Estates, the minister for Schleswig suppressed a number of asso- 
.ciations common to the two duchies on the ground that their 
activities masked political aims,’® and the formation of associa- 

»3 Neergaard, Under Junigrnndloven, II, p 387. 

Ibid , I, pp 523-543, 545, 553. Schwarzenberg admitted that “Certes ce 
n est pas nous qui avons le droit de vous interroger sur les mesures de ligueur. ' ' 
Quoted in Wynn to Palmerston, Copenhagen, May 15, r85r. No. 55, (Record 
OflSce, London). 

The most important of these were the ScMeswig-Solslein-Lauenburg Gesdl- 
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tions whose objects were to unite the inhabitants of the duchies 
for any common purpose, was prohibited. 

The most important objects of German complaint, however, 
were the language regulations, initiated bj' Tillisch and his 
secretary, T. A. J. Regensburg, put into force by Karl Moltke, 
and retained by subsequent administrators. Their chief point 
was tlie establishment of the so-called ‘mixed’ district, which 
included" some districts where the ordinary language of the people 
was entirely Danish, some where, at least among the younger 
generation ‘Plattdcutsch’ was almost exclusively used.®* 

In the ‘mixed’ distiict. Danish was made the language of 
instruction in the schools, with four hours per week instruction 
in German. Church ser\ices were to be alternately in German 
and Danish and ceremonies in the language chosen by those 
concerned. In accordance with the promise of equal protection 
to Danish and German made in the proclamation of January 28, 
1852, Tillisch 's successors gave the right of using either language 
in communication with the authorities and decreed that the one 
chosen should be used in the reply. In cml cases, each party 
could use his own language. The court would use the plaintiff’s 
language for its first decree and thereafter the defendant’s. In 
criminal and police cases, the language of the accused was to be 
employed. Contracts and other legal documents w'ere to be 
drawn in both languages if the parties could not agree on one. 

These regulations seem sufficiently liberal. But even apart 
from the fact that over-zealous pastors and officials used undue 
influence to promote the use of Danish, the population of the 
‘mixed’ districts was generally opposed to the introduction of 
the additional Danish. German was regarded as more genteel 
and, from its use in church services, had become sanctified as 

schafl fur vaierlaniische Gesebkhte, the S.-E.-L Gcsrihcliaft fiir Sammhiug u. Er~ 
halUmg valerlandisclier Altertlmmcr, Kunstverci.i im Kid, Vctcin zur Verbreitung 
wisscnschafilkhcr Kemtnisse, and the Gar/enbju Vcrcin do Eerzogthumer S., E., 
urid L. ThorsfJe, Kong Frederik des Syvende^ Rcgering, IT, 6bo, n. i. 

Cf. the detailed study of H. Hjelholt, Den danshc Sprogordning og del danske 
Sprogstyre i Slesvig melle77i Ktige7ie 0^50-1864). 

“Cf. maps I and II. 
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the language of prayers and of Holy Writ.®^ Mr. (later Sir) 
Augustus Paget, the British minister to Denmark, reported in 
February i86i that an investigation conducted by the British 
Vice-Consul appeared to establish the following points: “that 
there is almost universal dissatisfaction in the ‘Mixed districts’ 
at the existing regulations respecting the languages; that the 
compulsory education in Danish produces hostility and bad 
feeling towards the Danish government instead of creating Danish 
s)Tnpathies; that the effect of the regulations respecting Divine 
worship is to demoralize the population; that the complaints 
respecting the proceedings of the government employees in the 
south of Schleswig and ‘Mixed districts’ are in many instances 
well founded; and, that the Danish government cannot do 
greater injury to their own interests, or better serve the cause of 
their opponents, than by allowing the grievances which are well 
founded to remain unredressed.®* 

VII. 

The action of the Estates of Holstein in 1859 and especially 
the way in which they emphasized the national conflict, merely 
made reconciliation more difficult. In a circular dispatch to the 
Danish representatives abroad. Hall expressed his government’s 
opinions on the proposals of the Estates and declared that sub- 
mission of propositions to the consent of four local legislatures 
would mean that no definite organization of the monarchy could 
be established.®® 

The outbreak of the Italian war in April 1859 distracted the 
attention of Germany from the north and the period of the war 
had little immediate effect on the Schleswig-Holstein question. 
A few bold spirits wished Prussia to take advantage of the 
opportunity to adopt a vigorous policy and, at least, to free 

“ H. Hjclholt, “Mellem Krigene,”p 274, in Dahl and Linvald, Sfinderjylland, 
I, pp. 267-288. 

Paget to Russell, Copenhagen, Feb. 22, 1861, enclosing report of Vice- 
Consul Rainals of Feb. 15, 1861; Reports . respecting the Duchies of Schleswig and 
Holstein, presented to the House of Lords, 1864 . 

“ Thorsjfe, Kong Frederik den Syoendes Regering, II, pp. 675 f. 
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Holstein and Schleswig from Denmark,®® but the idea was pre- 
mature. The mobilization of the Federal army brought home to 
the Danes the inconvenience of their relationship to Holstein by 
raising the problem of Danish neutrality in a war of the Con- 
federation against France. On the other side, the quickening of 
German national feeling resulted in a more intense propaganda 
in favor of the duchies and an increased desire to protect the 
nationality of the Germans in Schleswig. 

The Estates of Schleswig began a session on January 20, i860, 
which was almost as stormy and attracted as much attention 
as that in Holstein in the preceding year. The Schleswig-Holstein' 
majority in the assembly attacked the administration of the 
Duchy and protested against the continuance of the Rigsraad, 
for Denmark and Schleswig alone. The patent of November 
1858, suspending the operation of the common constitution for 
Holstein and Lauenhurg, was declared to be an indirect incor- . 
poration of Schleswig with the kingdom. Schleswig had never 
accepted the removal of the old link with Holstein and desired its 
restoration as essential to the welfare of the duchies. An attempt 
of the government, supported by the Danish minority in the 
assembly, to split the German party by an attack on the privileges 
of the aristocracy, failed completely and led to a bitter discussion 
between members of the opposing national groups. 

The proceedings of the Estates attracted much attention in 
Denmark and Germany. Meetings in many Danish towns voted 
addresses of thanks to the minority and in Germany the recently 
established N alionalwrein organized meetings in support of the 
majority. In the Prussian House of Representatives, petitions 
for the protection of the rights of Schleswig were received and 
after a two days debate, the House voted unanimously to present 
the petitions to the government “in the expectation that it, in 
cooperation with the allied German states, will neglect nothing 
to help the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein to the full enjoy- 
ment of their severely violated rights.” The speech of the 
Prussian minister for foreign affairs, Herr von Schleinitz expressed 

™ H. Oncken, Rudolf wn Bennigsen, I, p. 319; cf. also Ringhoffer, Im Kampfe 
fUr Preussens Ekre, p. 405, R. Haym, Ausgewahlier Briefwechsel, p. 173 
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the sympathy of the government for the action of the house. 
Hall’s protests against the discussion of the domestic affairs of a 
non-German state by a foreign parliament and his attempt to 
maintain that the agreements of 1851-52 were not binding inter- 
national agreements were sharply controverted by Schleinitz.®^ 

The exchange of views led to no immediate results but Schles- 
wig had at last been brought into the negotiations. Hall tried to 
convince the Powers that Prussia and Germany were attempting 
to meddle unjustifiably in the affairs of the non-federal parts of 
the monarchy but his arguments were coolly received. 

The question now came again before the Diet at Frankfurt. 
In July, i860, the Oldenburg representative proposed Federal 
Execution in Holstein on the ground that, at the beginning of the 
month, the Danish government had published the Holstein budget 
for the fiscal year 1860-61 without reference to the Estates. 
This was declared to be a violation of the Federal decree of 
March 8, i860 which had stated that no law for common affairs 
would be recognized as valid in Holstein and Lauenburg unless 
accepted by the Estates. The reply of the Danish government 
that the publication was not of a law but merely a statistical 
summary of provisions legally established prior to the decree of 
the Diet, was rejected and on February 7, 1861, the Diet declared 
that the budget and a Danish proclamation of September 25, 
which made certain temporary regulations for the constitutional 
position of Holstein, were invalid. Under threat of Federal 
Execution, Denmark was called on to give within six weeks a 
declaration that she would submit to the decree of March 8,1860, 
by laying the budget for the fiscrd year beginning April 1, i860, 
before the Estates of the two German duchies. The threat of 
Execution received additional force from the speech of the new 
King of Prussia at the opening of the Prussian Landtag on 
January 14, 1861, in which he had declared it to be a national 

^ Extracts of proceedings of the Prussian House of Representatives, May 3 
and 4, i860; Danish circular dispatch of May 25, i860; Schleinitz to the Prussian 
minister in Copenhagen, June 29, i860; in Urkundenbuch zur deutsck-ddnischen 
Angehgenhcil vom 29 , October 1857 bis 26 , December 1861 , pp. 236-260. Also cf. 
Das Staatsarchiv, II, Nos. 244-247. 
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duty of Prussia to bring about, in cooperation with her allies, a 
satisfactory solution of the problem of the duchies.®* 

There was much sentiment in Denmark for letting matters 
come to a head, but the Great Powers were strongly opposed to 
a violent settlement. On March i, i86i, the Ministers of France, 
Russia. Great Britain and Sweden-Norw^ay made a collective 
demarche, urging the Danish government to accept the Diet’s 
decree of ^March S, iS6o, which concerned only Holstein and was 
a domestic question of the German Confederation in which the 
Powers could not intervene. 

The meeting of the Estates of Holstein from March 6 to April 
II, i86i, was as futile as those that had preceded it. The assem- 
bly rejected the government propositions and reiterated its 
complaints about the treatment of Schleswig and its demand for 
the union of Schleswig and Holstein. During the session, the 
Danish government decided to yield to the pressure from the 
Powers and to submit the budget to the Estates, but although 
this decision was communicated to the foreign Powers, the royal 
commissioner at Itzehoe, who happened also to be minister for 
Holstein, was not kept informed of the course of negotiations. 
His statements to the Estates were for some time inconsistent 
with those of the minister for foreign affairs to the diplomats. 
This gave the impression of ambiguity and even bad faith on the 
part of Denmark. 

The negotiations with the Estates had failed again. The time 
limit of the resolution for Federal Execution of February 7 had 
expired late in March. During April, there were many national 
demonstrations in Denmark and military and naval preparations 
were made. On April 27, 1861 the Diet at Frankfurt was 
officially informed of the results of the meeting of the Holstein 
Estates and referred the report to the usual committee. Then 
months passed and nothing happened. 

It was quite obvious that for the time being, the German 
Powers were unwilling to bring on a crisis. The harmony of the 
‘new era’ in Prussia was disturbed by the first stages of the 
‘constitutional conflict’ while Austria was busied with the reor- 
H. Kohl, Dreissig Jahre preussisch-deutscher Gesekiehle, p. 2a. 



36 


SCELESWIG-EOLSTEIN QUESTION 


ganization of the empire. The embarrassments of its opponents 
made the Danish government more anxious to attempt a solution 
in its own way. But the foreign Powers, although they too 
wanted to see the long conflict ended, disapproved of the Danish 
attitude and did not regard the issues at stake of sufflcient 
importance to justify the risk of a war that might easily involve 
all of Europe. 

During the rest of r86r and 1862, therefore, the diplomats 
developed a more active interest and a series of schemes were 
brought forward in an attempt to reconcile Denmark and 
Germany. The initiative in the new attempts to settle the 
Schleswig-Holstein question by negotiations under the auspices 
of the neutral Powers was taken by the Swedish government. 
Charles XV, who became Prince Regent in September 1857, and 
succeeded his father as King in July r859, had begun his adminis- 
tration by reversing Oscar I’s policy toward Denmark. He 
dropped the project of an alliance with Frederick VII.*® He 
recalled Admiral Virgin, the Swedish minister to Denmark since 
the end of T856, lest the envoy’s zealous activity in favor of the 
Scandinavian union compromise his government, and replaced 
him by Count Wachtmeister, who was reputed to be unsympa- 
thetic towards it. All this was probably due, however, to the 
Regent’s desire to follow a policy of his own rather than one 
marked out by his father and not to any real opposition in 
principle. Charles had often manifested his sympathy for the 
pan-Scandinavian movement and, after an exchange of visits 
with Frederick VII in the summer of i860, he abandoned his 
reserve and stood forth ostentatiously as the friend of Denmark 
and the apostle of the Scandinavian ideal.^°“ 

Ludvig Manderstrom, who in 1858 had become minister for 
foreign affairs, was less enthusiastic for the Scandinavian union 
than was his royal master. He was a trained diplomat and a 
skilful drafter of notes but not a strong-willed, independent 

Cf. p. 25 above. 

>«» On the character and policy of Charles XV, cf. C. Hallendorff, Illusioner 
och VakUghet, pp. 23-32; Sveriges Ilisioria XII, pp. 219-232, 305-343; H. Koht, 
Die Stelhmg yonjcgens und Sdmedens im deutsch-danischen Konflikt, 
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statesman. His foreign policy represents a compromise between 
his own views of what was practicable and the King’s temper- 
amental and sometimes fantastic intentions. Charles XV, like 
Napoleon III, was in the habit of discussing political questions 
with foreign sovereigns and diplomats and of employing private 
individuals to conduct negotiations behind the back of his re- 
sponsible minister. The formal diplomacy of the state was left 
to Manderstrom but he was not always informed of what the 
King had said or done and was constantly embarrassed by the 
monarch’s gasconades and hampered by his intrigues. 

In a dispatch of March 29, 1861, to the Swedish-Norwegian 
ministers at London, Paris, and St. Petersburg, Manderstrom 
made a proposal for the settlement of the German-Danish 
controversy. He recommended the complete administrative 
separation from the rest of the monarchy of the duchy of Holstein, 
to which would be left, besides its local affairs, its own army. 
The affairs common to the whole monarchy should thus be 
restricted to the civil list, foreign relations, the na\-y, the posts 
and telegraphs. Then after the King of Denmark had fulfilled 
his promises concerning the organization of Schleswig, the 
Powers which had signed the Treaty of London should issue a 
declaration recognizing what had been done and assuring, for 
the future, the cessation of all interference by Germany in the 
affairs of that duchy. Finally, to assure the efficacy of the other 
conditions. Holstein should be neutralized and placed under the 
guarantee of the powers signatory to the Treaty of London.^® 
These proposals met with scant attention from the Powers. 
Russia and France were not favorable to the neutralization of 
Holstein“® and Lord John Russell replied that as the chance of 
obtaining the consent of Germany seemed infinitely small, there 
was no need of discussing the policy involved in the Swedish 
proposition.^"* 

Cf. Sveriges Bistoria, XII, pp 312-314 

IK “Aktstylcker vedkommendc den dansk-tydske Strid” in Bistorisk Tids- 
skrifl (Copenhagen), 3 R. Ill, pp G93-704. 

H. Koht, Die Slelltiitg Noiwegens nnd Scliwedens im dcutich-damschen Kon- 
fiikt, p. 72. 

Russell to Jemingham, London, April 19, 1861, Das Staatsarckiv, V, No. 733, 
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At the same time, however. Russell suggested to the govern- 
ments of Sweden, France, and Russia, a somewhat similar 
scheme. The essential points were: 

1. That the quota of the common budget of the Monarchy which affects 
the Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg should be submitted to the States of 
Holstein and Lauenburg respectively for their assent, amendment, or rejec- 
tion. 

2. That the laws which are to affect the Duchies of Holstein and Lauen- 
burg shall be submitted to the Diets of Holstein and Lauenburg respectively 
for their assent, amendment, or rejection. 

3. That the Duchy of Schleswig shall send representatives to the Parlia- 
ment of Denmark, to vote in that Parliament the common expenses of the 
Monarchy, and to vote on all laws affecting the Monarchy. 

4. That the separate Diet of Schleswig shall continue to be elected and 
to meet according to the present law. The functions of that Diet to consist 
in voting such sums as ma}' be necessary for the maintenance of churches 
and schools and other local expenses, and in providing by equal laws for the 
welfare of the Danish, German, and other inhabitants of Schleswig. 

5. When these terms are assented to, and solemnly proclaimed by the 
King of Denmark, the four Powers, viz. France. Great Britain, Russia, and 
Sweden, to guarantee to the Crown of Denmark the possession of the Duchy 
of Schleswig. 

6. That Commissioners be appointed . . to define the boundary of the 
Duchy of Schleswig. 

7. That the Treaty and Engagements of 1852, so far as they are not 
altered by these articles, should be inviolably maintained.’® 

In a second dispatch of May 8, Lord Russell gave a more 
detailed explanation of his rather superficial plan’”® in an attempt 
to anticipate criticism by the other cabinets. He summed up 
the solution as separating Holstein from the Danish provinces 
as completely as Luxemburg is separated from Holland, uniting 
Schleswig with Denmark for purposes common to the Monarchy, 
but retaining in Schleswig, a local representative body as a 
guarantee - ‘for those rights and interests of the German inhabi- 
tants of Schleswig the neglect of which has given rise to so much 
complaint. ’ 

The scheme differed little from the status quo. It failed to win 
the support of the other Powers’”® and at the end of May, Lord 

Russell to Cowley et a}., London, jtpril 19. i86i, Das Slaalsarchh, V, No. 732. 

Ct. Neergaard, Under J unigrundloven, II, pp. 480 f 

*,!1 Cowley et al., London, May 8, 1861, Das Staatsarchiv, V, No. 739. 

“ Ibtd., Nos. 742, 746, 748, 
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Russell abandoned it. He informed the Danish minister at 
London that the Danish government should lose no time in 
making such arrangements as they thought advisable and that 
he entirely approved the idea of giving a separate constitutional 
position to Holstein.^™ 

For the Danish government, the significance of these negotia- 
tions lay in the fact that two of the Powers which were parties 
to the Treaty of London of May 1852, Sweden and Great Britain, 
were now advocating a solution on lines corresponding to the 
wishes of the Eider -Danes, the further separation of Holstein 
from the parts of the monarchy that were not members of the 
German Confederation. It decided, therefore, to give up its 
attempts to reach an agreement with the Estates of Holstein and 
to try to secure a settlement by diplomatic action.”" In a dispatch 
of May II, to the Danish minister at London, Hall, the Danish 
Minister President, declared that the only course to follow would 
be to grant to Holstein an independent position which would 
permit the King of Denmark, without infringing on the rights of 
the other parts of the monarchy, to fulfil the demands made upon 
him as Duke of Holstein “which he seems, by the existing political 
situation, called upon to fulfil, although they are not justified by 
German constitutional law. ’ ”” 

This plan, too, was not favorably received. Russia was opposed 
to the separation of Holstein as, among other reasons, it was 
feared that this would facilitate the development of German 
seapower in the Baltic with its base at Kiel. France, in the 
Schleswig-Holstein question was following the lead of Russia. 
The one plan that might have solved the problem, the division 
of Schleswig in accordance with nationality, proposed by Herr 
von Schleinitz, the Prussian minister for foreign affairs, was 
rejected by the Danish minister at Berlin without reference to 
the cabinet at Copenhagen, which completely approved his 
action. A British suggestion for an international conference was 
rejected by Austria and Prussia and the negotiations reached 

109 Paget to Russell, Copenhagen. May 30, 1861, Das Slaatsarchiv, V, No. 749. 

no Neergaard, Under Jimigrundlovcn, U, pp. 482 f. 

ni Hall to Bille, Copenhagen, May i, 1861, Das Slaatsarchiv, V, No. 744. 
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another deadlock. But in spite of the failure of the negotiations, 
Austria and Prussia were not unwilling to avoid complications 
and the attitude of the other Great Powers was against violent 
action. Another Danish concession to give the Diet a passable 
excuse for postponing the Execution, was called for.”^ 

On July 2g, i86i, Hall, in dispatches to the Danish ministers 
at Berlin and Vienna, stated that he had been informed by the 
British minister at Copenhagen that the Prussian minister for 
foreign affairs had indicated to the British government that there 
was still a way, if the Danish government chose to follow it, of 
averting the threatened Execution in Holstein, and at the same 
time, of initiating fresh negotiations of an international character 
between Denmark and Germany, which might bring about a 
quicker and easier solution of the question of the Holstein Consti- 
tution. In accordance with this suggestion, on the advice of the 
English and other friendly governments and with the under- 
standing that it was a purely provisional arrangement, the 
Danish government declared that for the current fiscal year it 
would limit the quota of Holstein to the general expenses of the 
monarchy, to the sums laid down in the ‘normal budget’ of 
February 28, 1856.“’ On August 12, the Execution procedure was 
again suspended.^'* Sentiment in political circles in Denmark was 
unfavorable to the concession. To neutralize this opposition, 
Orla Lehmann was taken into the cabinet on September 15. 
Lehmann was unquestionably the most popular leader of the 
National Liberals. He had been one of the earliest advocates 
of the Eider-Danish views and, now, in contrast to the oppor- 
tunism of the cabinet, he stood for the frank abandonment of 
the ‘Whole State’ policy. His entrance into the government 
would smooth its path at home but it was likely to create an 
unfavorable impression abroad, especially in Russia and Ger- 

Neergaard, Under Junigruiidlaven, 11 . pp. 481, 486-487. 

Das Slaatsarchiv, I, No. 60. In his dispatch to the Prussian minister at 
Copenhagen, Berlin, August 12, 1S61, Herr von Schleinitz denied the initiative of 
the Prussian government in this compromise and stated that it was due to the desire 
of the Bntish government to avert the Execution by any possible means. Ibid , 
No. 62. 

Ibid., No. 63. 
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many, -where Lehmann -was kno-wn as a ™lenl radical, as ultra- 
Scandina-vian, and as the author of the phrase: ‘‘We -will -write 
upon their [the Schlcs-wigcr- ’ ] backs -ivilh bloody swords that they 
are Danes."’ At home and abroad, the appointment was taken 
as a signal that Denmark had again adopted the aim of “Den- 
mark to the Eider. ’ 

Attempts of the Danish government in the late summer of 
1861 to begin conversations were put off bj- the two German 
Powers on the pretext that the members of the Federal Diet 
were taking their v.ications." ' 

Xegotiations were resumed in October 1S61. after Count 
BernstorlT had replaced Schleinitz as Prussian minister for 
foreign affairs. In a dispatch to the Danish minister at Berlin 
on October 26, i86t, Hall propo^cd a provisional regulation of the 
position of Holstein, reserving a detailed and hn;il development 
for a more quiet future.’^' To attain this purpi->*-e Ilolslein should 
receive a more independent position in the nionarehy. on the 
lines of the proposals made to the c-'taU' in March.”' At the 
beginning of December, Count Hernstorff. after consultation with 
the cabinet of Vienna, replied by rejecting the Danish plan. 
He expressed surprise at the idea of mtn'lv temporary arrange- 
ments and at the fact that Hall’s only proposition was one that 
had already been rejected by the Estates of Holstein. This 
hardly offered a basis for negotiation and the e\i-hange of views 
would be of little value unless the eabiuel of Copenhagen gave 
some information as to the way in which it e.vpecled to ( any out 
its obligations derived from the agieenients ot i,S5i-c,2, with 
reference to Schleswig."® In his rej'ly of DKCinlier 2 ( 1 . Hall 
rebutted the attempt to bring Sehl-.'-^wig into the negotiations 
and the exchange of notes dragged on into March of 1862 without 

Cf. Neergaard, Under Jnniurnitdloven, II, i)p 4gs ff. 

Thorsfie, Kong Fredcrik den Syeenda Krgcring, J], p Soo; Nccig-iiitd, Under 
Junigrundloven, II, p. 4K6, 

The Danish Minister at Tterlin hail re|Hirte’d tliat Uciiistoill setmed con- 
vinced that at the moment, a final sieltlcuieiit nas inipossiblo IMceigii.ird, Under 
Junigrundloven, II, p. 501 

"s Hall to Quaade, Copenhagen, Oitolicr afi, i8f)i. Dae Stnattarehiv, 11 , No. 
236. 

BemstorS to Balan, Berlin, December 5, 1861. Ibid., No. 237. 
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bringing the parties any closer to an understanding. Hall in- 
sisted that the negotiations he had in mind concerned merely the 
position of the two German duchies and that the situation in 
Schleswig was a domestic question of the Danish Monarchy in 
which Germany had no right of interference.^^'’ 

It was not until late in August that the cabinets of Berlin and 
Vienna replied to Hall’s note of March 12, 1862. They justified 
their claim to discuss the question of Schleswig and insisted that 
Denmark had not lived up to her obligations with respect to that 
duchy. They demanded that the Constitution of 1855 be sus- 
pended for Schleswig as it had been for Holstein because it had 
been established illegally, without reference to the Estates of the 
duchies. Proposals for a new common constitution should then 
be submitted to the representative bodies of the separate parts 
of the monarchy as stipulated by the agreements of 1851-52 and 
these proposals must be of a nature to safeguard the duchies 
against a permanent Danish majority.^^' The Prussian govern- 
ment demanded that, until the new common constitution was 
accepted, equal influence on legislation for common affairs and on 
the ministry should be exercised by all the local representative 
bodies of the Danish Monarchy For Schleswig, both Prussia and 
Austria asked for the restoration of the status quo ante 184 S of 
the language regulations and the definite settlement of this 
problem by a law passed with the advice and consent of the 
Estates of Schleswig.*”' 

The main points in the Austrian and Prussian notes, the 
insistence on discussing the situation in Schleswig and the 
illegality of the Common Constitution of 1855 for that duchy. 

Hall to the Danish Ministers at Vienna and Berlin, March 12, 1S62. Das 
Staatsarchiv, II, No. 242. 

The Prussian note stated definitely, “worin das unbedingte Princip der 
Repriisentation nach Volkzahl aufgegeben sein muss.” 

Das Staatsarchiv, HI, Nos. 799, So®. The Austrian memorandum emphasiz- 
ed the importance of removing the constitutional arrangement from the too great 
influence of the Danish nationalists and suggested that, since the succession to all 
parts of the monarchy had been made uniform by the Treaty of London, it would be 
safe for the Danish government to restore the time-honored connection of Schleswig 
with Holstein. 



INTRODUCTION 


43 


were supported by the British Foreign Secretary. Earl RusselF®* 
had accompanied the Queen to the continent in the summer of 
1862 and, in the strongly anti-Danish en\dronment of the Court 
of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, on September 24, issued to the British 
representatives at Berlin, Vienna, and Copenhagen, another 
suggestion for the settlement of the Schleswig-Holstein question. 

It appears, [he wrolel that the correspondence between Austria, Prussia, 
and Denmark, which, it was asserted, would lead lo a settlement of the dis- 
pute so long subsisting between Germany and Denmark in regard to the 
obligations of Denmark in the affairs of Holstein, Lauenburg, Schleswig and 
the Common Constitution of the Danish Monarch^’, has grown more and 
more bitter. The longer the lapse of time, and the further the negotiation 
is carried, the wider is the space that separates the two parties, and the 
stronger the language they use tou ards each other. 

Upon considering, with pain and regret, this unsatisfactory aspect of the 
affair, and contemplating the unfavorable results which may be expected 
from further direct communications between Powers so adverse in their 
opinions. Her Majesty has directed that you should be furnished with 
instructions which may, it is hoped, tend to the long desired settlement. 

In framing these instructions it is adwsable to throw out of the calculation, 
in the first place, those matters upon which controversy may be said to be 
e.xhausted. 

The first of these matters relates to the question whether any taxes can be 
imposed, or any laws enacted, in Holstein or Lauenburg without the express 
consent of the representatives of those Duchies. 

This question has been resolved in the negative by the German Confedera- 
tion, of which the Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg are members. 

Another question which need not be further discussed is the Constitution 
of 1855. 

It is clear that whether a representation according to numbers of the 
Kingdom, as well as the Duchies, be a good or a bad Constitution, yet, not 
having been accepted by the Duchies, the Constitution of 1855 has no force 
in Holstein, Lauenburg, or Schleswig. 

Neither is it necessary to discuss the rights of Denmark in reference to 
her Rigsraad. It is quite clear that Denmark can legislate for herself, and 
impose taxes to be levied upon her own people, without the consent of 
Holstein, Lauenburg, or Schleswig. 

Two questions of great importance remain. The first regards the Duchy 
of Schleswig; the second, the common Constitution of the Monarchy. 

For the solution of the former, Earl Russell recommended the 
grant of complete autonomy to Schleswig, to allow the Diet of 
Schleswig fairly to treat and independently to decide upon 

He was raised to the Peerage in July 1861, but was generally known as, 
Lord John Russell for years after. 
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questions affecting their university, their churches and schools, 
the language to be used where the Danish population prevails, 
where the Germans preponderate, and where the races are mixed. 

He came then to the question of the Constitution, 

the most entangled and the most embarrassing question of all those in 
discussion. 

Treaties, protocols, and despatches afford us little light upon this subject, 
and the glimmering rays which they do afford tend rather to lead us astray 
than to guide us right. 

For what could be more destructive of all union, all efficiency, all strength, 
and indeed, of all independence, than to lay down as an absolute rule that 
no law should be passed, and no Budget sanctioned unless the four states of 
the Monarchy all concurred . . . ? 

The remedy, he found in a proposal for a normal Budget, to be 
laid before the Rigsraad, and before the Diets of Holstein, 
Lauenburg, and Schleswig for their consent. 

It is obvious that the Government of an independent kingdom like Den- 
mark must, for the maintenance of that independence, require a certain 
amount of e.vpenditure for the Civil List of the Sovereign, for the Diplomatic 
Service, for the Army and Navy of the State 

Obtain that sum from the four Kepresentative Bodies. Confide its dis- 
tribution to a Council of State formed, two-thirds of Danes and one-third of 
Germans. Let the votes of this Council be taken in public, and accounts of 
the expenditure published yearly. 

The normal Budget to be voted in gross for ten years. The distribution 
or e.\penditure to be voted yearly. 

Extraordinary expenses beyond the normal budget to be voted freely by 
the Kingdom and the three Duchies separately. 

The suggestions I have made may be summed up in a few words:— 

1. Holstein and Lauenburg to have all that the German Confederation 
ask for them. 

2. Schleswig to have the power of self-government, and not to be repre- 
sented in the Rigsraad. 

3. A normal Budget to be agreed upon by Denmark, Holstein, Lauen- 
burg, and Schleswig. 

4. Any extraordinary expenses to be submitted to the Rigsraad, and to 
the separate Diets of Holstein, Lauenburg, and Schleswig. 

These proposals, which resemble the demand of the Estates 
of Holstein for a quadripartite organization of the Danish 
Monarchy, mark a great change in Russell’s attitude. In the 
^ Das Staatsarchh, HI, No. 8oi. 
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preceding spring he had recommended a separate constitutional 
position for Holstein in what was little more than personal union 
with Denmark-Schleswig To Bismarck, who visited London 
at the beginning of July 1862, Russell seemed Eider-Danish and 
disposed to argue that the limit of Danish concession ought to be 
the autonomy of Holstein on the analogy of Luxemburg-'^® Since 
the beginning of the year, however, Russell had been impressed 
by the fact that the questions of Schleswig and Holstein were 
closely connected and that the failure to settle the former might 
result in war. The German interpretation of the agreements of 
1852 and the reality of the German grievances in Schleswig were 
presented to him in the dispatches of Lord Loftus, the British 
minister at Berlin, of hlr. John Ward, the British representative 
at Hamburg, and, especially, in the private letters of Robert 
Morier, who was becoming his confidential adviser on German 
questions.'^’ 

Morier, who acted as Russell’s private secretary during the 
visit to Gotha, claimed to be the ‘moral author’ of the dispatch. 
“In suggesting Lord John Russell’s mediation,’’ he wrote many 
years later, ‘ ‘which I never expected would be accepted, I wished 
to give Her Majesty ’s Government the means of withdrawing on 
legitimate grounds from the obligations of the Treaty of London. 
. . . My wish had . . . been that Lord John Russell, in the event 
of one party agreeing to the proposal and the other not, should 
declare, that having failed to obtain the constitutional basis pre- 
supposed by the Treaty of London, Great Britain withdrew 
from obligations which would involve the violation of constitu- 
tional rights that the other parties of the Treaty had refused to 
call into existence.’’ Lord Russell, may, as Morier says, have 
seen this,^®® but the ‘ Gotha despatch, ’ the main points of which 

Cf. p. 38 above. 

Bismaick, Die gnammelleii Wake, III, pp. 386, 392 f. 

C(. Loflus, Diplomatic Reminiicrnrcs, \V. Wanl in the Cambridge History 
of British Foreign Polity II, pp SS^f-! John Ward, Experiences of a Diplomatist, 
passim; Wemyss, Memoiis and Letters of Sir Robert Morier, I, ch. XV. 

^ Wemyss, Memoirs and Letters of Sir Robert Morier, I, pp. 388 IT. Lord Loftus, 
too, claimed the paternity. Jiirta to 11 . Hamilton, Berlin, November 10, 1862. 
Carlquist, Ur H. Hamiltons Brefsamling, II, p. 8a. 
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were established before Russell arrived at Gotha, represents in 
the main, a sincere, if somewhat naive, attempt to secure a 
settlement by pressing upon Denmark an arrangement that would 
be acceptable to Germany Although the plan was accepted in 
principle by Austria and Prussia and urged on the Danish cabinet 
by the ministers of Russia, France, and England, it was refused 
firmly by Denmark and soon abandoned by Russell.^®* 

Public opinion in England rejected the ‘ Gotha dispatch ’ more 
emphatically than did the Danish government. The announce- 
ment on September 9, 1862, of the betrothal of Princess Alexan- 
dra, eldest daughter of Prince Christian of Denmark, to the 
Prince of Wales called forth renewed enthusiasm in England for 
the cause of Denmark, and renewed hope in Denmark of English 
support. The English press regarded it as most offensive that 
the first action of the British government after the engagement 
should have been of a character so unfriendly to Denmark.*®^ 
Even Russell ’s colleagues in the cabinet seem to have disapproved 
of the dispatch and when Parliament opened at the beginning of 
February, 1863, Russell was attacked from all sides. The arrival 
of the Princess Alexandra in England early in March called forth 
renewed demonstrations in favor of Denmark. Her charm and 
increeising popularity became one of the most valuable assets of 
the Danish cause in England; but a source of false hopes and 
confidence in Denmark. In view of the clearly expressed dis- 
approval of press and parliament, the admonition of the British 

Russell outlined them for Paget during their visit to Brussells early in Sep- 
tember. In a private letter of August 6, the original suggestions were communi- 
cated to Berlin. The Record OflSce, London, contains the memorandum of "Count 
Bemstorff’s observations on proposals contained in Earl Russell’s private letter of 
August 6, 1S62 for the arrangement of the Danish Duchies Question." 

Cf. p. 147 below. 

This statement is substantially true although the acceptances, the recom- 
mendations and the refusal were hedged in with diplomatic verbiage. Cf. Das 
Staatsarchiv, V, Nos. 802 ff; A. W. Ward, in Cambridge Bistory of British Foreign 
Policy, II, 554-557; and Neergaard, Under Jnnigrwidloven, II, pp. 550 fi. 

Queen Victoria noted on September 9, 1862: “Saw Lord Russell and talked 
of Bertie’s marriage, of France, Germany, and the Schleswig-Holstein Question. 
We aiscussed the importance of Bertie’s marriage being in no sense considered a 
political one "Letters of Queen Victoria, and series, I, p. 44. 



INTRODUCTION 


47 


minister at Copenhagen and Earl Russell’s advice to the Danish 
minister at London naturally made little impression. 

In the meantime, at the end of January 1862, the Rigsraad met 
at Copenhagen. Since the end of 1858, Holstein and Lauenburg 
had no longer been represented in it, and during the following 
years some of the German members from Schleswig had refused 
to attend. To meet the situation, a number of amendments to 
the constitution were introduced by the government. One, a 
bill changing the quorum from 41 to 31 members was passed, but 
the more far-reaching revisions were buried in committee. 
This was a tacit acceptance of the protests of Austria and 
Prussia.*®® 

During the course of the negotiations, in March, Austria and 
Prussia had reported the negative results to the Diet which 
approved their policy in general and especially their protests 
against the constitutional amendments. The Danish protest 
against this action was rejected by the Diet, and Hall again! 
called the attention of the neutral powers to the way in which | 
the Diet was meddling in the affairs of a state which was not” 
part of the Confederation. 

All in all, the negotiations had been of little value to Denmark. 
The meeting of the Rigsraad had not strengthened the govern- 
ment’s position at home, and the neutral Powers, with the 
exception of Sweden-Norway had shown themselves more and 
more unfavorable to the Danish point of view. In Germany, '' 
the isolation of Denmark was noticed and there was a rapidly 
growing belief that the internal tension of the Confederation 
could be eased by forcing the question of Schleswig to a head.*®® 

Count Bernstorff*®® had wished to follow an active course in the 
Schleswig-Holstein question. He believed that if Prussia was 
to win the confidence of German national opinion for her political 
leadership, it would be necessary to secure a solution that would 
wrest Holstein and at least the German parts of Schleswig from 
Denmark. During his year in oflfice, he showed a sound under- 

Cf. Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, p. 516. 

E. g. Atis dem Leben Theodor von Bernhardis, IV, pp. 331, 334. 

135 K. RinghoSer, Im KampfefUr Preussens Ehre, pp. 424, 426-435. 
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standing of the elements of the international situation. He suc- 
ceeded in bringing the question of Schleswig into the foreground 
and in winning the support of British diplomacy. But so long as 
the constitutional conflict lasted in Prussia, he felt that his 
foreign policy would be paralyzed.^®® Just as his efforts bore fruit 
in Earl Russell’s ‘Gotha dispatch’, he yielded his offices to Bis- 
marck and returned to the embassy at London. 

VIII. 

From the beginning of his career as a diplomat, Bismarck had 
been in intimate contact with the Schleswig-Holstein question. 
One of his first tasks after his arrival at Frankfurt in 1851 had 
been to carry on the delicate negotiations with Duke Christian 
August of Augustenburg. A few years later, he was called upon 
to advise his government at nearly every important step in the 
controversy. As Prussian envoy at Frankfurt, he had become 
familiar with the Federal aspects of the question and with the 
involved procedure of the committees and plenum of the Diet. 
He had listened to Napoleon Ill’s views at Paris in 1857 and 
1862, he had discussed the problem with Gorchakov at St. 
Petersburg, with Palmerston and Russell at London in 1862. 
On a visit with Blixen Finecke to Denmark and Sweden in 1857, 
he had met Frederick VII, Hall, and other Scandinavian leaders. 
Rechberg, in Vienna, he kne^? from their service together at 
Frankfurt. At Frankfurt, at the other capitals at which he 
served, or on his vacation journeys, he had become personally 
acquainted with nearly every monarch, diplomat, and politician, 
who was pla3nng or was destined to play an important r 61 e in the 
affair. 

Bismarck had never yielded to the general enthusiasm for the 
cause of Schleswig-Holstein. In a speech in the Prussian House 
of Representatives in December, 1850, he had welcomed the end 
of “the unhappy war in Schleswig-Holstein in which the rash 
and frivolous policy of the year 1848 ’ ’ had involved the state.^®’^ 

K Riughoffer, Im Kampfe fur Preussens Ehre, ch XVI. 

Speech of December 3, 1850. H. Kohl, Die polUischen Reden des Furslen 
Bismarck, I, p. 368. 
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At Frankfurt, he rapidly developed from Junker to a European 
statesman but his confidential writings and utterances show that 
he continued to look at the problem of the duchies from the point 
of \new of a conservative Prussian^®® When, in May 1856, it 
appeared likely that a formal complaint against the Danish 
government would be laid before the Diet at Frankfurt, Bismarck 
advised Manteuffel that he saw no reason “in the interest of 
Prussian policy” to head off such an action and suggested that 
the situation might offer the Prussian government the oppor- 
tunity to strike an attitude before the eyes of Germany which 
would be politically advantageous. He did not, however, believe 
that the cause of the duchies would be helped materially by even 
the most satisfactory resolutions of the Diet. The action of 
Denmark, he pointed out, would be determined by the extent to 
which the Cabinet of Copenhagen believed that it could count 
upon the protection of the Great Powers.'®® The international 
situation would determine how much could be done for the 
duchies. 

How much should be done for them was, in Bismarck ’s opinion, 
a question of Prussian interests. “ . . It is hard to see how any 
harm would be done,” he wrote in 1857, “if we let the affair 
become a few months older, and personally I do not see what we 
will gain if the conflict is settled quickly and to the complete 
satisfaction of both parties. It is, to be sure, a good idea to 
manage our action so that people will not get the impression 
that we are evading the clear and definite demands of our mission 
to stand up for Germany abroad; but as soon as the Holsteiners 
are living very happily under their Duke, they will have no more 
interest in Prussia. That interest, however, if not at the present 
moment, may still possibly be useful for us. In my opinion, then, 
the whole affair should be kept going at all times with emphasis- 
on its German aspects but with dilatory caution, enduring a bit 
of outcry rather than undertaking expense and trouble without 

Cf. A. 0 . Meyer, “Die Zielsetzung in Bismarcks schleswig-holsteinischer 
Politik von 1855 bis 1864” inZ,}. s.-h. G., LIII pp. 103-134. 

139 May 27, 1856. Bismarck, Die gesammellen Werke, II, No. 158. 
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any prospect of practical profits. If as we may well assume, 
Bismarck meant by “practical profit,” the acquisition of one 
or more of the duchies by Prussia, it was much too early to 
recommend this in plain words.*^^ In his discussions of the subject, 
he confined himself to pointing out both to friends and opponents 
that the continued existence of the Danish Monarchy was more 
advantageous to Prussia than anything that was likely to take 
its place. He said that he was “no friend of the sentimental or 
national policy,” the Danish Minister reported from Frankfurt, 
“and too much of a Prussian to make any distinction between 
Spaniards, Bavarians, or Danes. The only question for him was 
whether Prussia had any interest in quarrelling with Denmark 
or in the disruption of the Danish Monarchy. That was, for the 
time being, not the case. The existing Danish Monarchy was 
much more advantageous for Prussia than to have a new Grand 
Duchy on the Elbe to coquette with Austria and to have one or 
all of the pretty islands by the Sound come under English or 
Russian domination. The other Great Powers would permit 
neither a Scandinavian union or the union of Holstein with 
Prussia. The status quo, then, was best for Prussia. ’ 

It was, in Bismarck’s opinion, undesirable to let the controversy 
between Germany and Denmark reach a stage where decisive 
action would be necessary, until the international situation 
became such as to offer Prussia a chance for positive profit. This 
situation did not exist in 1858 when the Diet was dealing with 
the position of Holstein and Lauenburg under the Common 
Constitution of 1855. Bismarck followed the instructions of his 
government to help initiate the cumbersome course of procedure 
preliminary to Federal Execution. At the same time, however, 
he used all his contacts with foreign statesmen to have enough 
international pressure put on Denmark to ensure acceptance of 

To Manteuffel, July 2,1857. Bismarck, Dje gejowme/tew II, No. 258. 

A. 0 . Meyer, he. cit., p. 120. 

B. V Bulow’s Tq)ort, November 5, 1856, cited in Neergaard, Under Juni- 
erundlaoen, II, pp. 126 f. Cf. Bismarck to Leopold v. Gerlach, March 12, 1857, 
Bismarck’s report of his words to Napoleon III, Die gesammelten Werke, II, No. 
237; and Cowley to Clarendon, April ro, 1857, Appendix HI (4), pp. 277-280. 



INTRODUCTION 


SI 

the demands of the He feared that Prussia, in case of 

Federal Execution, would be pushed forward into a position where 
Prussian honor would be involved and in which the risks and 
burdens of the conflict would fall mainly on Prussia. He realized 
clearly, moreover, that Federal Execution would not solve the 
Schleswig-Holstein question. It would not satisfy the complaints 
of Holstein for the cost would, in the long run, merely increase 
the flnancial burden of that duchy. It would not satisfy German 
national sentiment because of the legal limitations of Federal 
action. “The Diet passes judgment on Holstein, Europe on 
Schleswig. ’ 

With Austria and Prussia sincerely united, Germany might 
have defled Europe. Bismarck’s own activity at Frankfurt, 
however, had contributed much to the growing suspicion and 
hostility of Berlin and Vienna. The Schleswig-Holstein question 
became one of the fields of their rivalry.”® 

When Bismarck, in October, 1862, took the management of 
Prussian foreign policy into his own hands, he continued to deal 
with the Schleswig-Holstein question on the lines he had recom- 
mended while minister at Frankfurt. 

In his first discussion of the subject with the new British 
ambassador on October 16, he assured Sir Andrew Buchanan 
that he was no fanatic on this question and that he had been 
much gratified by Earl Russell’s dispatch of September 24, which 
he considered an acceptable basis for an arrangement. He could 
give no decided opinion on the subject, he said, until he had 
submitted the dispatch to the King and taken His Majesty’s 
orders. He observed, however, that public opinion, both in 
Prussia and in Germany was very much excited on this question, 
viewing it as one of nationality, and that Prussia must take that 
into account in any arrangement proposed. He, personally, 
would gladly seize any fair and honorable means of bringing the 
question to an amicable adjustment.i“ 

A. O. Meyer, loc. cil., pp. 117 ff. 

Bismarck, Die gesammcUen Werke, II, Nos. 336, 414. 

Cf. A. O. Meyer, Bismarcks Kampf mil Oesterreich 1S51-1859, pp. 324-366. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 564, confidential, October 18, 1862, (Record 
Office, London). 
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After the unsatisfactory replies of the Danish government to 
the Austrian and Prussian notes of the preceding August, 
Bismarck arranged with Rechberg that the two powers would 
inform the Diet of the state of the negotiations. They did not, 
however, intend to press matters and would not recommend 
Federal Execution unless faced by some action of the Danish 
government that could not be disregarded.^^' If Federal Execution 
could not be avoided in the face of Danish disregard for the 
decrees of the Diet, it should take its course. The Prussian 
representative at Frankfurt was urged, however, to act pari 
passu with the Austrian minister, to avoid any specifically 
Prussian initiative, and to place the federal side of the question 
in the foreground. The situation was not ripe for an active 
policy.^^® As Bismarck wrote in a well-known letter on December 
22, 1862: 

... I regard it as most expedient to hold fast to the basis of the English 
proposals"’ and to the favorable attitude of Russia and France towards them 
and to recommend Lord Russell’s program both to the Diet and to the 
Estates of Holstein as the basis for action. 

I am certain of this, that the whole Danish business can be settled in a 
way desirable for us only by war. The occasion for such a war can be found 
at any moment that we find favorable for waging it. Until then, much more 
depends on the attitude of the non-German Great Powers towards the affair 
than on the intrigues of the Wurzburg coalition governments and their 
influence on German sentiment. The disadvantage of having signed the 
London Protocol [sic], we share with Austria and cannot free ourselves from 
the consequences of that signature without war. If war comes, however, 
the future territorial status of Denmark will depend upon its results. 

It cannot be foreseen what development of German Federal relations is 
destined for the future; as long, however, as they remain about the same as 
in the past, I cannot regard it as in the interest of Prussia to wage a war in 
order, as the most favorable result, to install in Schleswig-Holstein a new 
Grand Duke, who in fear of Prussian lust for annexation, will vote against 
us in the Diet and whose government, in spite of the gratitude due to Prussia 
for its installation, will be a ready object of Austrian machination 

Late in November, 1862, Bismarck had warned the mili tary 
authorities of the possibility of an eventual military solution 

Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, Nos. t3, ts, 16. 

Bismarck to Usedom, December r6, 1862. Ibid., No. r6. 

Cf. pp. 43 f. above. 

Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 17. 
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of the German-Danish conflict and von Moltke prepared a 
memorandum on the subject.‘’‘ For the time being, however, the 
dominant interest of Bismarck was the relationship with Austria 
and the impending vote in the Diet on the Austrian proposals 
for the reform of the Confederation. Bismarck insisted that 
Prussia would not jdeld to a majority vote in this question and 
would rather declare the Federal Act as broken and the Federal 
obligations at an end. Then, just as the decisive vote at Frank- 
furt resulted in the defeat of the Austrian motion, news arrived 
at Berlin on January 24, 1863, that a revolt had broken out in 
Russian Poland. 


IX 

When the Estates of Holstein met at Itzehoe on January 24, 
1863, the political atmosphere was not one in which a reasonable 
compromise would be probable. The preceding year had been 
marked by demonstrations of national feeling on both sides. In 
June 1862, some 750 Swedish and Norwegian students visited 
Copenhagen and in July, King Charles XV was enthusiastically 
received there. Equally enthusiastic demonstrations accom- 
panied the unveiling in Flensburg churchyard of a monument to 
the Danish soldiers killed in 1850 at the victory of Idsted. As 
the relations with Germany became more strained, the Pan- 
Scandinavian sentiment in Deiunark became the more ardent. 
The Swedish government continued to support the Eider policy 
and was the only one to uphold Denmark’s objections to Lord 
Russell’s ‘Gotha dispatch. The Danish and Scandinavian 
celebrations called forth counter-demonstrations among the 
Schles'wig-Holsteiners. In July, a great festival of the gymnastic 

Cf. Bismarck’s memorandum of February 3, 1863. Die gesammdien 
Werke, IV, No. 32; also, Nos. 3G and S4- 

In the eyes of the Danish conservatives and of some European statesmen, 
the attitude of the Swedish government in favor of the separate organization of 
Holstein was regarded as a Machiavellian attempt to create a situation which would 
bring about the Scandinavian union under Swedish domination. To the ultra- 
Scandinavians in Denmark, that would not have been unwelcome, and to all but 
the ‘Whole State’ party, Sweden seemed to be the one friend in time of need. 
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societies at Rendsburg answered the students’ meeting at 
Copenhagen and an assembly of choral societies at Husum replied 
to the unveiling of the Idsted monument. Attempts to hold 
other meetings in Schleswig were forbidden by the police but 
there could be little doubt as to the sentiments of the Germans 
in the duchies. In the rest of Germany, the press was too much 
occupied with other things to devote much space to the Schleswig- 
Holstein Question except when one side or the other took a step 
that seemed to bring the break nearer.‘“ Nevertheless, the sad 
fate of the Germans in the duchies and especially in Schleswig 
called forth frequent expressions of indignation and such books 
as Gustav Raasch’s Vom verlassenen Bruderstamm, which 
represented the Danish administration of Schleswig as little 
better than Radetzky’s in Lombardy and King ‘Bomba’s’ in 
Naples, were viridely read.“^ 

The Danish government maintained its theoretical opposition 
to the decree of the German Diet of March 8, i860, which claimed 
for Holstein full legislative power in all ‘common’ legislation, 
including the budget. It made the practical concession, however, 
of laying before the Estates all of the propositions with which the 
Rigsraad had dealt during the preceding year. The Estates 
continued recalcitrant. They felt secure of the support of German 
public opinion and believed that the apparent change in British 
policy had weakened the position of their Danish opponents. 
Attack after attack was directed against the government and the 
session ended on March 2 1 with an open declaration of hostilities : 
an appeal to the Diet of the German Confederation to protect 
the rights and interests of Holstein.’® 

*“ Nirmheim, Das erste Jahr des ilinisicriiims Bismarck und die ojffenflicke 
Meinung, pp. 389, 396. 

Neergaard, Under Junigrundlaeen, n, pp. 574 ff. 

Ibid., pp. 589 ff. 
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THE APPROACH OF THE CRISIS 
I 

On March 30, 1863, a royal ordinance, the so-called March 
Patent, was issued to regularize the position of Holstein and 
Lauenburg in the monarchy. By this act, the Danish government 
took the step that was destined to lead to the final settlement of 
the long quarrel with Germany. The German Confederation 
had demanded the establishment of a constitution for the 
common affairs of the Danish Monarchy on conditions which 
the Danes regarded as unacceptable. At the same time, the 
resolutions of the Diet at Frankfurt, which required that no 
law for the common affairs of the monarchy should be promul- 
gated without the consent of the Estates of Holstein and Lauen- 
burg. made it practically impossible to secure any common legis- 
lative action. To make it possible for the development of the 
rest of the monarchy to go on regardless of the veto of Holstein, 
the Hall ministry in Denmark, in issuing the March Patent, 
carried out a plan that had long been under consideration.^ 
Motivated by the constant interference of the German Con- 
federation in the affairs of the Danish Monarchy and by the 
impossibility of reaching an agreement with the Holstein Estates, 
the Patent established a constitution for the affairs of Holstein, 
and provided that, while no law could go into force in that 
duchy without the consent of its Estates, their opposition 
could not prevent a law, passed by the Rigsraad of Denmark and 
Schleswig from going into effect in those parts of the monarchy.* 
Thus, the attempt to establish a constitution and a legislature for 
the Danish Monarchy as a whole, was abandoned. 

* Thorsjle, Kong Frederik den Syvendes Regcring, II, p. 886; Neergaard, 
Under Junigrundloven, II, p. 613. 

’ Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, pp. 613-616. 
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To make this scheme more attractive to Holstein, the intention 
was expressed of developing its institutions on a more liberal 
basis. Indeed, in his circular to the Danish representatives at 
the Courts of the Great Powers, Hall declared that the Patent 
was a concession to Holstein and Lauenburg which was well 
adapted to simplify and improve Denmark’s relations to Ger- 
many,® but it could hardly have been expected that this would 
be taken at face value. Even so sympathetic an observer as the 
British minister at Copenhagen found it impossible to deny 
that, as a definitive arrangement, the March Patent was contrary 
to the stipulations entered into by the Danish government with 
Austria and Prussia in r85r-S2* 

As a matter of fact, the Hall ministry had been tending since 
1858 toward the policy of the Eider-Danes. Yielding step by 
step to the demands of the German Diet in regard to Holstein 
and resolutely rejecting any attempt to negotiate on the position 
of Schleswig, they had succeeded in averting the threatened 
Federal Execution, and had attained the situation which had 
been foreseen — the de facto establishment of an Eider-Denmark, 
brought about bj- this ven.' yielding.® That the March Patent 
was intended to pave the wa\’ for the incorporation of Schleswig 
seemed the more ob^ous from the fact that two days before 
the publication of the Patent, a meeting at the Casino theater in 
Copenhagen, like the one vihich had ushered in the crisis of 1848, 
had demanded the suppression of all but the d)mastic union with 
Holstein and the maintenance and consolidation of the union 
between the Kingdom and Schleswig.® 

The March Patent -mas fjhowcd by an outburst of indignation 
in Germanj'. but for stnie mtnths pub'ic opinion did not maintain 
the constant interest that might have been anticipated in such a 
popular question. Other problems seemed, at the moment, of 
even greater imponance. Only the broader phases of the 
negotiations were published and only when one side or another 

’ Apn’ I, 1363, Dfnrnvf’ Ja 2 IS 64 , No. 24. 

® Paget to Ruseell. .\prl! r- i-iij TJetwirV lad Gsrmany, No. 2 , 1864 , p. 60. 

‘ Cf Necrgaard, Under Ju d^runi!<x.tn, II, pp 181. 617 f. 

• Ihid., pp. 610-6x3 
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took a definite step was there much debate in the press. All 
parties, with the possible exception of the Prussian conservatives, 
were agreed that something in favor of the duchies should be 
done and that the honor of Germany was at stake. The Liberals, 
and especially the Nationdverein, saw no hope of a proper 
solution of the question so long as Bismarck’s ministry was in 
control of Prussian policy.^ As one of their leaders expressed it 
in a discussion in the Prussian House of Representatives: 

The Danes would hardly have ventured at this moment to risk such a 
flagrant violation of their treaty obligations . . if they did not believe that 
Prussia was now in no position to vindicate its own rights derived from the 
negotiations of the years 1851 and 1852 and the rights of the duchies. . . . • 
They know that in the present circumstances, a Prussian government, which 
is sharply at variance with its own land, whose following in the body that 
represents its own people hardly deserved the name of party, which in con- 
sequence of conditions at home is entirely without influence in Germany 
and has no possibility of vigorously seizing the initiative, that a government 
which, in addition, has brought Prussia to complete isolation, whose policy f 
in the PoUsh question has produced a state of extreme tension with the J 
western Powers, that such a government is absolutely not in a position to 
wage a war against Denmark; and if, under existing conditions, the Pmssian 
government should show any inclination to do so, we should have in my 
opinion, to take a decided stand against it, because we cannot regard the 
present conditions as those in which even a successful outcome of the war ^ 
would allow us to expect a satisfactorj' solution of the question. Perhaps 1 
the Danes think that the party which at present carries on the government | 
would reaUy have no inclination to take measures against Denmark:. . . . 
The Minister President spoke in 1849 of the war against Denmark as a 
most unjust, frivolous and pernicious undertaking in support of an entirely 
motiveless rebellion. 

Bismarck’s reply, that “if we find it necessary to wage war, 
we will do so with or without your sanction, ’ ’ was received with 
indignation by his opponents.* 

Neither Austria nor Prussia desired to bring the matter to a j,^ 
crisis at this time when the Polish question demanded all their ' 
attention.® So, in brief identic notes, they reserved their rights 

’ Nirrnhcim, Das ersle Jalir des Ministeriums Bismarck tind die ojfenlliche 
Meinung, pp. 389-414. 

* H. Kohl, Die politischen Redcn des Pursten Bismarck, II, pp. 1C8 f. Nirrnheim, 
Das erste Jahr des Ministeriums Bismarck tmd die ojjentliche Meiniiiig, pp. 39a, 399, 

404- 

• Copy of extract of private letter from Werther to Bismarck, Vienna, April 

la, 1863: “ Graf Rechberg (eben so wie unser Deputirter Twesten) scheint 
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and those of the Confederation and, in separate dispatches, 
sharply criticised the Danish policy.*” Further action was 
turned over to the slow procedure of the Diet at Frankfurt. 

The March Patent was laid before the Diet by the Danish 
Minister at the session of April i6 and was referred to the com- 
mittee for the affairs of Holstein and Lauenburg. Two months 
later, on June i8, the committee presented its report and, on 
July 9, this was accepted by the majority vote of the Diet. It 
declared that Denmark had failed to carry out the previous 
decrees of the Diet in a satisfactory manner, that the March 
Patent showed that she had no intention of doing so, and that 
the Patent was a violation of the Danish promises of 1851-52 as 
to the position of Holstein in the monarchy and a step towards 
the incorporation of Schleswig with the kingdom. Denmark was 
to be called upon to revoke the March Patent and to announce 
that she was prepared to carry out the agreements of 1851-52. 
In case Denmark did not give a satisfactory answer within six 
weeks, the committee on the affairs of Holstein and that on 
Federal Execution were to recommend measures to compel 
compliance. 

The Danish reply,** presented to the Diet on August 27, was a 
flat refusal to revoke the Patent. Hall claimed that the March 
Patent had established the arrangement called for by the Federal 
decrees and accused the Diet of overstepping the limits of its 
powers in considering the position of Schleswig except through 

eine gewisse Ungeduld zu haben um zu erfahien, wie wir die neueste danische 
Regierungs-Abte betrachten und was wir zu thun gedenken in Scbleswig-Hols- 
teinische Angelegenheit. Ausser der Auffassung, dass Danemark die Verabredungen 
von 1851-52 gcbrochen, hat Graf Rechberg selber keine Ansirht ausgesprochen, 
obgleich ich ihn dazu aufgefordert babe. Bundes-Execution in Holstein hilft nichts 
fur Schleswig und driickt Holstein. Abbruch der diplomatischen Relationen mit 
Copenhagen, meint Graf Rechberg, wird nichts bewirken und in der Lage der Sache 
nichts verandem. Ein deutscher Krieg fiir Schleswig-Holstein scheint durch die 
sonstige Lage Europas fur unsnichtindidrt.” (Berlin Archives). Cf. also, Talley- 
rand to Drouyn de Lhuys, Berlin, February 28 and April 18, 1863. (Paris Archives) . 

Brenner to Hall, Balan to Hall, April xy, 1863, Das Staaisarchiv, V, No. 839. 
Rechberg to Brenner, April 13, Bismarck to Balan, April 15, Ibid., Nos. 836, 837. 
Cf. Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, Nos. 67, 69, 70; and Anhang zu den 
Gedanken und Erinnenmgen, I, Nos. 56, 57. 

** Text in Das Staaisarchiv, V, No. 905. 
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the organs of international negotiation. The rejection of the 
German demands was intended to be complete and, so far as it 
referred to the threatened Execution, to let “the right and will 
of the Royal Government to regard such a step as a casus hdli 
appear in definite and unambiguous form.”'® Only in the 
expression of willingness for further negotiations about the 
position of Holstein in the monarchy on the basis of the March 
Patent was there to be an opening for the retreat of the Diet.'* 

II. 

The Danish Government hoped that this truculent attitude 
on its part would make the German Diet'hesitate. At the least 
a firm stand would make the non-German Great Powers realize 
the gravity of the situation and move them to put pressure on 
Germany to avert serious complications.*^ 

Certainly when the Danish reply was drawn up, the situation 
in Europe and in Germany seemed no less favorable for a bold 
pdlicy than when the March Patent had been published five 
months before. In April, the first intervention of France, 
England, and Austria in favor of Poland had taken place and had 
been politely rejected by Russia. The next months were filled 
with rumors of war and, in June, the three Powers again addressed 
themselves to Petersburg and again their suggestions were re- 
bufied. In the middle of August, a third series of notes reached 
the Russian capital and their almost identic conclusions sounded 
like a threat of war.'* 

With Austria and Prussia occupied elsewhere, Denmark had- 
little to fear from Germany. Even leaving out of account the 
preoccupation of the two former powers, with the Polish crisis, 
vigorous action in the Schleswig-Holstein question seemed 
impossible. In Prussia, the conflict between the ministry and 
the Liberal majority in the House of Representatives had 

“ Necrgaard, Under Junigrundlmcn, II, pp. 653 f. 

“ Ibid. 

” Ibid., p. 6ss: Hall to Danish representatives abroad, Sept. 3, 1863, Das 
Siaalsarchiv, V, No. go6. 

** A. Stem, Geschichte Ewropas, IX, pp. 176 f . 
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reached a new high level of bitterness. The session of the House 
had been closed at the end of May and at the beginning of June, 
the ministry had strained the constitution by a series of ordinances 
which muzzled the opposition press and called forth a public 
expression of disapproval from the heir to the throne.'® 

Austro-Prussian relations had been notoriously strained since 
the publication of Bismarck’s famous conversations with Count 
Karol3d, the Austrian minister, in the preceding December, when 
the former had practically served notice on Austria to give up its 
influence in Germany. In January Bismarck had instructed the 
Prussian representative to withdraw from the Diet if the Austrian 
proposal for the reform of the Confederation were carried against 
the vote of Prussia. The two Powers had taken opposite sides in 
the Polish question and Bismarck was bitterly angry at the 
Austrian action in summoning the ‘Congress of Princes’ at 
Frankfurt in August 1863 without a preliminary understanding 
with Prussia.'’' 

In spite of the fact that both France and Great Britain, 
because of their desire to keep Austria and Prussia apart during 
the Polish crisis, had pressed upon the Danish government the 
expediency of acting with the greatest prudence and caution in 
the Holstein question, it was believed at Copenhagen that in an 
emergency their support could be counted upon. Drouyn de 
Lhuys, the French minister for foreign affairs, told the Danish 
minister at Paris that he regretted the March Patent as it might 
unite Austria and Prussia, whom the Polish question was tending 
to separate. But he added that, in spite of this, the attitude of 
France would be more favorable to Denmark than in the past 
and that the Imperial cabinet would do all in its power to hinder 
a conflict between Denmark and Germany.'* When M. Dotezac, 
the French minister to Denmark imparted the substance of his 
instructions to Count Hamilton, the Swedish Minister at Copen- 
hagen, the latter was struck by the persistency with which he 

'• A Stem, Geschichte Europas, DC, pp. 301-307. 

Ibid., pp 293 ff., 307 ff. 

'» Moltke-Hvitfeldt to Hall, April 26, X863; Neergaard, Uiidsr Juni^rund- 
fevm, n, pp. 646 f. 



THE APPROACH OF TEE CRISIS 


6i 


spoke of the advantage to Denmark if an actual rupture with the 
German Powers could be delayed only three or four months.'® 
In England Earl Russell ’s ‘ Gotha dispatch ’ of the previous 
September had been bitterly attacked in both houses of Parlia- '■ 
ment and the marriage of Princess Alexandra with the Prince of 
Wales in March 1S63 had called forth enthusiastic demonstrations 
of sympathy for Denmark. Danish participation in the represen- 
tations to Russia in favor of Poland, and the acceptance of the 
throne of Greece by Prince William of Denmark were regarded as 
having added to the Danish credit account with the two ‘Western 
Powers. 

Even more striking was the fact that in answer to a question 
in the House of Commons, Lord Palmerston gave weight to Earl 
Russell's notes of warning to Germany by expressing, amidst 
the applause of the House, his opinion that if the Germans made 
any xiolent attempt to overthrow tire rights and to interfere with 
the integrity of Denmark, they would find that it would not be 
Denmark alone with which they had to deal.-' 

This was merely bombast. ‘ * Denmark needs to be encouraged 
a bit and strengthened in her re.«istancc, ’ ’ was Palmerston ’s reply 
to the criticisms of the Prussian ambassador, ‘ ‘ for she is weak and 
being bullied by Germany.”" In diplomatic circles, Earl Russell 
made little effort to conceal his disapproval of his colleague’s 

^ Paget to Russell, No. 105, Confulcnlial, .\pril 30, i-SOj; (Record OfiSce, 
London); Kricger, Dagbflger, II, p. 303. 

20 Neergaard, Under J unigrundloren, II, pp. SS^-SS®, 0()i-073. 

22 Reply to Mr. Seymour Fitzgerald, July 23, 1863, Hansard, 3rd series, 
ebedi, p. 1230. 

In explaining this speech of Palmerston, the following memorandum in his 
handwriting is not without significance. “This is highly probable and indeed 
more than probable and the gentlemen in I'lankfort and the crazy minister at 
Berlin should have this impressed upon them. Any aggressive measure of Ger- 
many against Denmark would most likely lead to an aggressive move of France 
against Germany, and specially against Prussia the main instigator of that 
aggression. The Prussian Provinces would at once be occupied by France and in 
the present state of the Prussian army ... the first serious encounter between it 
and the French would be little less disastrous to Prussia than the Battle of Jena. 

P 27/6 — 63.” (The Layard Papers, Correspondence, general, 1S63, BritiA 
Museum, Add. Ms. 38,989.) 

22 BeinstoiS to Bismarck, No. 294, London, July 29, 18&3, (Berlin Archives). 
Summarized in H. von Sybel, Die Begrilndung des deutschen Reiches, III, p. 127. 
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words.®* The threat seems to have aroused little comment in 
England or Germany®* but it was taken more seriously in Scan- 
dinavia. Hall spoke to the British minister at Copenhagen of 
Lord Palmerston’s speech in terms of the most lively satisfaction 
and said that he was convinced that it would have the most 
salutary effect in checking the aggressive policy of the Con- 
federation. He refused, however to adopt Sir Augustus Paget’s 
suggestion of taking advantage of the great moral support which 
the Danish Government had now received, to come forward with 
some conciliatory propositions.®* Manderstrom, the Swedish 
minis ter for foreign affairs wrote to Count Hamilton, the Swedish 
minister, at Copenhagen, that “we are the more justified in 
taking note of the words of the noble lord, as under given cir- 
cumstances it may easily enter into the realm of possibility that 
we shall feel ourselves called upon to give to our neighbors the 
support which he has thus recognized in advance to be just and 
opportune, ’ ’ and he emphasized the importance of the speech in 
his correspondence with the Swedish representatives in London, 
Paris and St. Petersburg.®* 


HI 

The most important foreign influence on the Danish cabinet in 
the formulation of its policy, was the favorable attitude of the 
Swedish government. The basic idea of the March Patent, the 
separation of Holstein from the rest of the monarchy, had been 
recommended since i86i by Count Manderstrom, the Swedish 
minister for foreign affairs.®® During the preparation of this 
document, Count Hamilton, the Swedish minister at Copen- 

Ibid.; S. Clason, “Skodsborgsmotet och Ulriksdalkonferens,” Historisk 
Tidsskrift (Stockholm), 1914, p. 76. 

H. Koht, Die Stelhing Norviegens und Schivedens in detUsch-ddnischen Kon- 
fiikt, p. xoi. London Times and Augsburg AUgemeine Zeilung for the end of July 
and first part of August 1863. 

“ Paget to Russell, Copenhagen, July 29, 1863, No. 170, (Record Office, 
London). 

2“ Manderstrom to Hamilton, Aug. i, 1863, Clason, “ Skodsborgmotet och 
Ulriksdalkonferensen,” Historisk Tidsskrift (Stockholm), 1914, p. 76. 

" Cf. p. 37 above. 
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hagen, had been in frequent consultation with some of the 
Danish ministers and had discussed with them plans for the 
Scandinavian union.*® In February 1863, at the special request 
of Hall, Manderstrom had opened a diplomatic campaign to 
prepare the British and French governments to favor the Danish 
action.*® In April, he expressed to the Danish minister at Stock- 
holm his satisfaction at the coincidence of the principles that had 
guided the Danish government with those of the Swedish cabinet.*® 
To the British minister, on the other hand, he expressed the 
opinion that the March Patent did not entirely establish that 
complete administrative separation which was contemplated in 
his dispatch of February 22 and “appeared doubtful about the 
advisability of the proprio motu character of the decree as well as 
about its satisfying Germany, to say nothing of the Danish 
Parliament. ’ 

Nevertheless, after the resolution of the Frankfurt Diet on 
July 9, Manderstrom acted again in support of Denmark. In 
dispatches to London and Paris on July 19, although disclaiming 
knowledge of the terms of Hall’s reply, he expressed his approval 
of the Danish point of view and called the attention of the British 
and French governments to the danger to the peace of the North 
which lay in the aggressive tendencies of Germany. Sweden, he 
declared, might easily be drawn by the force of events to take 
part in the conflict, since her own vital interests would hardly 
permit her to look on calmly while her neighbor was being 
crushed on pretexts which might later endanger her own in- 
dependence.** 

Three days later, on July 22, King Charles XV was the guest 
of the King of Denmark at the latter’s palace of Skodsborg.*® 

Sveriges Historia, XII, pp. 322 f.; Krieger, Dagbflger, II, pp. 284 f. 

Koht, Die SteUung Norwegens und Schwedens im deutsch-ddnischen Konflikt, 
pp. g6 f. Clason, “Skodsborgsmotet och UlriksdalskonfeTensen", in Historisk 
Tidsskrift, (Stockholm), 1914, p. 68. 

Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, pp. 636 f. 

« Jemingham to Russell, April 6, 1863. Denmark and Germany No. 2 , 1864 , 
No. 29. 

® Manderstrom to Wachtmeister and Adelsvard, July 17, 2863, Historisk 
Tidsskrift (Copenhagen) 3R III, p. 758. 

” Except where specially noted, the following account of the meeting at 
Skodsborg and the subsequent negotiations to p. 68 is based upon, Clason, 
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King Charles was accompanied by his brother, Prince Oscar, 
like himself, an enthusiastic ‘Scandinavian,’ but by none of his 
responsible ministers. After luncheon, the two monarchs 
conversed together for a time and at about four o ’clock Hall, the 
Danish minister for foreign affairs, who had been summoned 
from Copenhagen by telegraph, arrived and went at once to King 
Charles with whom he talked quite alone for about an hour, until 
• dinner. As they arose from the table after dinner, the King of 
Sweden whispered to Count Hamilton: “Well, I’ve talked with 
Hall and everything is arranged between us.’’ To Hamilton’s 
questions about the agreement, the King merely answered: 
“You’ll find that out from Hall, and don’t be uneasy about it, 
for it was agreed upon by me and Manderstrom before I left.” 
Later in the evening. King Charles and his suite returned to 
Sweden. 

The substance of what Hall told Hamilton was that King 
Charles had advised the Danish government not to wait for the 
time limit of six weeks to expire but to reject at once the demand 
of the Confederate Diet for the withdrawal of the March Patent. 
He suggested that Federal Execution should not be resisted in 
Holstein but that Denmark reply to it by a blockade of the 
German ports. If this advice were adopted and the Germans 
carried out the Execution in consequence. King Charles would 
come at once to the defence of Schleswig with 20,000 Swedish 
and Norwegian troops. Hall, of course, thankfully received this 
offer and said that he would order the Danish minister to Sweden 
to return to his post at once in order to work out the details of 
the alliance. 

This interview was followed by secret negotiations between the 
two governments. Manderstrom ’s plan seems to have been 
that, as Sweden could hardly avoid giving Denmark material 
aid in the defense of Schleswig, the time was ripe for the con- 
clusion of a formal alliance. Although King Charles told Hamil- 
ton that he was in agreement with Manderstrom on several 
points, his enthusiasm had carried him beyond what his minis ter 

‘ ‘ Skodsborgsmotet och Uliiksdalskonferensen, ’ ’ in Hislorisk Tidsskrift (Stockholm) 
XXXIV, (1914), pp. 61-107. 
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wished. The latter was trjdng to bring about the diplomatic 
intervention of Great Britain and France and therefore did not 
want the Danish reply to the Diet at Frankfurt to be rushed, he 
objected to armed resistance to the Execution and so insisted on 
giving up the idea of blockading the German ports as an answer 
to the occupation of Holstein, and he wished the official initiative 
for the alliance negotiations to be taken by Denmark. When 
these points had been arranged it became possible to proceed 
with the discussions of the other details. 

Manderstrom, who managed the negotiations for Sweden, 
seems to have been ready to accept a defensive alliance in the 
widest sense if, before its conclusion, the administrative separation 
of Holstein from the rest of the monarchy were made more 
complete, for example by moving the customs frontier to the 
Eider, and if the same rights and liberties enjoyed by the people 
of the kingdom were extended to all of the inhabitants of Schles- 
wig. From this point of view, the treaty to be concluded would 
be the first step toward the accomplishment of the Scandinavian 
Union. Hall, however, although not discouraging the idea of the 
union, wanted first of all a definite treaty which would assure 
to Denmark the support of Sweden in the defense of Schleswig, 
as King Charles had promised. Such a treaty, he argued, by 
showing the Germans what the continuation of an aggressive 
policy would mean, would give them pause and so render war 
less likely. This basis was accepted by Manderstrom and, with 
a few minor exceptions, he approved the draft of the Danish 
reply to the Diet. 

The Swedish minister must share the responsibility for the 
intransigent attitude of the Danish government. But Palmers- 
ton’s speech, supposed assurances from Bismarck,®^ and an 
optimistic view of the situation in Germany and in Europe all 

“ “Eurer Excellenz glaube ich nichl untcrlasscn zu durfen . zu benach- 
richtigen, dass Sr. Majestat der Konig von Dancmark voi cinigen Tagen bei einem 
kleinen Diner, welche in Scodsborg slallfand, sich gegen einem Seiner hohen 
Beamten nach der Tafel folgendermassen geiiubsert hat • ‘ Herr von Bismarck hat 

mir sagen lassen, dass, so lange er preussiseber Minister sci, kein preussischer Soldat 
meine Staaten betreten wurde.’ ” This was told to Balan by the ofhcial himself 
Balau to Bismarck, “vertraulich,” June 3, 1863. Bismarck naturally denied 
having given such assurances. Bismarck to Balan, June 5, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 



66 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


cooperated in creating the bellicose mood that prevailed in 
Copenhagen.®® 

Details of the treaty were discussed at Copenhagen by Hall 
and the Swedish minister, Count Hamilton. On August 25, 
Manderstrom met Hamilton at Malmo where he approved the 
draft, and on the 29th, he paid a hasty visit to Copenhagen where 
he had a meeting with Hall at Count Hamilton’s house. The 
two statesmen seem to have been agreed as to the main points.®® 
There are two drafts of the treaty known, one Danish, dated 
August 23, and one Swedish without definite date. In the first 
article the King of Sweden and Norway promised to aid the 
King of Denmark in the defense of those territories not forming 
part of the German Confederation against any attack arising out 
of the existing controversy between Denmark and the German 
Confederation. The second provided that the King of Denmark 
might claim this aid as soon as there was danger of an attack on 
those parts of the monarchy. The Danish draft added that the 
occupation of Holstein by the troops of the confederation should 
be regarded as such a danger, while the Swedish draft contained 
the limiting clause, “for carrjnng out a federal resolution which 
does not exclusively concern that duchy ’s internal administration 
and legislation.’’ The remaining clauses dealt chiefly with the 
command, equipment and support of the auxiliary corps.®^ 

That the real obligations of this treaty fell upon Swcden- 
Norway was due to the ‘Scandinavian’ idea that the defense of 
the Eider frontier was an interest of the ‘North.’ Charles XV, 
Manderstrom, Hamilton, and Hall were united in a more or less 
vague idea of the future development of a Scandinavian union 
formed by a permanent alliance of the three kingdoms or, as 
Charles XV sometimes dreamed, by uniting the three crowns on 
his own head. 

It had been intended from the beginning that before the final 
conclusion of the treaty. Count Hamilton should take the draft 

“ Cf. p. S9 above. 

Cf. Krieger, II, p. 314. “M.varenigidetaf Hamilton omskrevne 

Vedelske Udkast.” 

” Danish draft in Historisk Tidsskrift (Copenhagen) 3R., Ill, pp. 736 £E.; 
Swedish draft in Clason, 0^. cit., pp. loCf. 
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to Stockholm for a consultation on the technical details with the 
military chiefs. In the beginning of September, his presence in 
Stockholm was felt to be all the more necessary as some of the 
Swedish and Norwegian ministers had begun to oppose the treaty. 
At this time, the situation in Sweden with reference to the alliance 
question was as follows. The King and Manderstrom, the min- 
ister for foreign affairs, with the cooperation of Count Hamilton, 
the minister at Copenhagen, were in agreement with the Danish 
President of the Council on a treaty, some details of which were 
under negotiation, which should provide for Swedish support on 
the Eider in case Holstein were occupied by German troops for 
reasons going beyond the federal position of Holstein. De Geer, 
the Swedish Minister President, was in general agreement with 
the idea, most of the other ministers somewhat less favorable, 
and the finance minister, Gripenstedt, definitely opposed. 

The problem was discussed at great length by the Swedish 
king and his chief ministers at Ulriksdal on September 8. The 
opposition to the treaty was based especially on the belief that it 
was likely to involve Sweden-Norway in war, that the attitude 
of Great Britain and France toward this war was uncertain and 
that it would be extremely rash to enter on a war without being 
able to count on the support of at least one Great Power. The 
decision of the conference was a compromise between the view of 
Gripenstedt that the alliance should not be concluded and that 
of the King, Manderstrom and Hamilton that it should be 
concluded at once. It was agreed that the minister for foreign 
affairs should consult the British and French governments on 
the question; but it was not settled what action should follow 
the receipt of the replies. 

The Ulriksdal conference does not mark a definite turning 
point in Swedish policy in the sense of a definite abandonment of 
the treaty negotiations. The King, against whose personal 
intervention in the negotiations, the opposition had been es- 
pecially directed, felt that his royal honor was involved and 
seems to have believed that he could still have his own way.’* 

“ He told the Prussian minister; “Nefaites pas attention itouscesministres 
et vieux militaires, qui me font de [’opposition, je me moque de ces gens-1^ et je le 
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Manderstrom and Hamilton took the opposition more seriously 
but they too did not abandon hope of canying through the 
treaty project. 

The British and French governments, however, gave them no 
encouragement.’® Russell, who was alarmed at the possibility 
that Denmark, on the ground that the Diet was overstepping 
its competence by including the question of Schleswig in its 
deliberations, would resist the Execution by force and that 
Sweden-Norway would support this resistance,^” was continuing 
his efforts to prevent the dispute from resulting in war. The 
situation seemed the more serious as Austria and Prussia showed 
no signs of willingness to restrain the action of the Diet,^^ and as 
the attempts to secure a more conciliatory attitude at Copenhagen 
were unsuccessful.^® In a dispatch to Berlin, he pointed out that 
there was a material difference between the political bearing of a 
military occupation of territory which was solely a portion of the 
German Confederation and that of the invasion of a territory, 
which, although part of the German Confederation was also a 
portion of the territory of an independent sovereign, whose 
dominions were counted as an element of the balance of power in 
Europe. “By the invasion of Holstein for the purpose of 
compelling the King of Denmark to acknowledge certain rights 
claimed for Schleswig as a result of the negotiations of 1851-1852, 
the Diet will be entering upon a grave European question as to 
which they have no exclusive competency of decision and to 
which it belongs quite as much to every other European Govern- 
ment to form an opinion and pronounce a judgment.”^ To 

jetterai par la fenStre, s’ils ne font pas ce que je leur demande. Je trouverai de 
1 ’argent et dcs troupes pour d 4 fendre le Schleswig. J’ai donn£ ma parole de le 
faire et je le ferai. ...” Rosenberg to King William, No. 76, September 14, 1863, 
(Berlin Archives). 

™ Koht, Die Stelhing Norwegens mtd Schviedens im deutsch-danischen Kon- 
fliht, pp. 126 ff. 

Russell to Bloomfield, July 31, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 2 , 1864 , 

No. gg. 

Bloom field to Russell, Vienna, August 6 j Lo wther to Russell, Berlin, August 
2g, September 4, 1863. Ibid., Nos. 107, 116, 119. 

Cf. p. 62 above. 

Russell to Lowther, August 31, 1863. Ibid., No. 117. 
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emphasize this warning, he turned to Paris and tried to persuade 
the French government to join with Great Britain in attempting 
to avert the conflict. M. Drouyn de Lhuys, the French minister 
for foreign affairs replied that he thought that an offer of good 
offices would be useless and that he had no inclination to place 
France in the same position with reference to Germany as she 
had been placed with regard to Russia as a result of the inter- 
vention in favor of Poland. If England and France were to 
address formal notes to Austria and Prussia, “they must be 
prepared to go farther and to adopt a course of action more in 
accordance with the dignity of two Great Powers than they were 
now doing in the Polish question. ’ In their replies to Mander- 
strbm’s notes a few days later, both powers refused to commit 
themselves in advance to any line of policy. 

In view of these non-committal replies, IManderstrom seems 
to have realized that he might have to retreat from the position 
he had taken; but the negotiations with Denmark were not 
abruptly broken off. In a dispatch of October 5, he discussed the 
situation at length and declared that he no longer saw the same 
need as before of a Danish-Swedish alliance but he recognized 
that if the Danes still wished it, Sweden must go on with the 
negotiations. The treaty, he insisted, must be purely defensive 
and limited to the present situation; that is, to the consequences 
of the refusal of the King of Denmark to withdraw the March 
Patent. Nevertheless, the dispatch contained the assurance that 
with or without a treaty, if the Germans attacked Schleswig, 
Denmark could count on the same support from Sweden as 
before.^® 

Hall had known since the middle of September that the 
alliance project was meeting opposition in Sweden. He was 
disappointed at the tone of Manderstrom ’s note, but he seized at 
the one straw offered him and urged that the negotiations be 

“ Russell to Grey, September r6; Grey to Russell, Paris, September i8, 1863, 
Ibid., Nos. 123, 126; Cambridge Bislory of British Foreign Policy, IT, p 360. 

“ Koht, Die Slellmig Noiwegciis mid Schwedens im deutsch do nnchen Kon- 
fiikt, pp. 126 Q. 

“ Manderstrom to Hamilton, October 3, 1863; ibid., appendix V. 

" Cf. Krieger, Dagb^ger, II, p. 317; and Clason, op. cit., p. loa. 
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continued. The appearance that they were still going on might 
be enough to give support to his policy.^® 

IV 

In the meantime, on August 27, the Danish reply to the 
demands of the German Confederation" had been laid before 
the Diet and referred to the usual committee. Not until more 
than a month later, on October i, was it finally voted that, as 
the Danish government had not fulfilled its obligations with 
regard to the constitutional relations of Holstein and Lauenburg, 
the decrees of the Diet were to be enforced by Federal Execution. 
Hanover and Saxony were called upon to provide the com- 
missioners and troops for the occupation of the duchies and 
Prussia and Austria to prepare a force in reserve.®" 

It was not merely to meet the contingency of Federal Execution 
that Hall, the President of the Danish council, had desired the 
speedy completion of the Dano-Swedish alliance. He had coimted 
on it in overcoming the opposition in Denmark to a new consti- 
tutional arrangement for Denmark and Schleswig.®^ Despite his 
disappointment, Hall decided to go ahead with the new constitu- 
tion. At the opening session of the Rigsraad on September 
28, just three days before the passage of the decree of Federal 
Execution by the Diet at Frankfurt, the speech from the throne 
contained the statement: 

As was announced at the last session, there will be laid before the Rigs- 
raad, the draft of a new constitution for the common affairs of the Kingdom 
and of Schleswig, which rests on the same basis as aU the at present existing 
constitutional laws. It is our intention to give the Rigsraad such strength 
as will not only enable it to fullfil the great demands which the immediate 
future may impose on it, but also to put it in a position, in the course of time, 
to bear the weight of our whole constitutional development. The attached 
temporary provisions, which are made necessary by the special position of 

Koht, op. cii., pp. 147 f., and appendix VI. 

See pp. 58 f. above. 

Protocol of the 29th session of the Diet, October i, 1863, Das Staatsarchiv, 
V, No. 909. 

" Draft, Hall to Hamilton, Copenhagen, August 31, 1863. Geheimregistratur 
1863, No, 3299, (Copenhaien Archives). 
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Holstein and Lauenburg, will point out the way in which the relation of 
these lands to the rest of the monarchy can be arranged with the cooperation 
of the people and in accordance with their interests and wishes. 

The long strife between Denmark and the German Confederation seems 
to be approaching a crisis. Now that the Princes of Germany” have them- 
selves solemnly acknowledged aims whose successful carrying out would 
necessarily presuppose for our Federal lands such a modification in their 
relations to the rest of the monarchy as was laid down in Our Royal Pro- 
clamation of March 30 of this year, we willnotgive up hope of an agreement 

Should that hope not be fulMed, it will be notorious that [the conflict 
with Germany] is not concerned with the Federal rights of Our German 
Federal Lands but with the independence of Our Danish Monarehy. That, 
We are firmly determined to vindicate against any attack and We are sure 
that We will not stand alone. But above all We count upon Our loyal 
people’s love of Fatherland and freedom.” 

In the draft, which passed its third reading on November 13th,®* 
the policy which had been foreshadowed by the March Patent 
reached its logical conclusion. The November Constitution 
established in legal form, the organization of the monarchy 
which, eight months before, had been created by royal fiat. 
Many of its provisions were the same as those of the existing 
Constitution of October 1855. WTiat was new besides the formal 
establishment of the constitution as common to Schleswig and 
the kingdom, was the regulation of the relations of that consti- 
tutional unit to the German Federal lands of the monarchy and 
the composition and the powers of the Rigsraad for Denmark 
and Schleswig. 

The Rigsraad was changed from a unicameral to a bicameral 
body. The Folkthing, the lower house, was to contain loi 
members for the kingdom and 29 for Schleswig; the Landthing, 
besides the royal princes and 25 appointed members (19 from the 
kingdom and 6 from Schleswig), 40 members elected by the 
kingdom and 10 by Schleswig.” Of especial importance was the 

” During the ‘Congress of Princes’ at Frankfurt. 

S3 Neergaard, Under Junignindloven, IT, p. 718 f. Cf. Thorsfie, Kong Frederik 
den Syvendes Regering, II, 956 and also Paget to Russell, Oct. i, 1863; in Denmark 
Old Germany, No. 3 , ( 1864 ), No. 145 

” All but one of the members of the Rigsraad took part in the final vote; 38 
votes in favor weie needed; 40 voted for, 16 against. Neergaard Under Jitni- 
gruniloven, II, p. 777. 

” Ibid., 720 ff. 
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provision that the validity of laws for the common affairs of the 
monarchy passed by the Rigsraad and sanctioned by the king 
was no longer dependent upon the concurrence of any other 
legislative body unless this concurrence were expressly provided 
for in the law itself. If the Rigsraad passed a law concerning the 
common affairs which normally included Holstein, but without 
the specific provision that it should be invalid unless a similar 
measure were passed in Holstein, the law thus passed would be 
valid in Denmark and Schleswig even though the Estates of 
Holstein rejected it. For example, if the Rigsraad voted an 
appropriation for naval construction and the Estates of Holstein 
refused to pass a complementary law, the quota of expenditure 
normal to Schleswig and Denmark would be used without regard 
to Holstein. From the point of view of the independence of the 
non-federal parts of the monarchy, there was much justification 
for this arrangement. Otherwise the obstructive attitude of the 
Holsteiners could continue to make legislation for the common 
affairs of the monarchy impossible. But at the same time, the 
new constitution made possible the exclusion of Holstein from 
those common affairs and legally established the Eider-Denmark 
which it had been one of the objects of the negotiations of 1851-52 
to prevent. The significance of this constitution for the internal 
history of Denmark is completely overshadowed by its inter- 
national aspects. The negotiations between Denmark and the 
Great Powers up to the outbreak of war in February 1864 turned 
upon it and it served as the pretext for the war. For that reason 
it is necessary to consider in more detail than in the case of the 
March Patent, whether it really involved a violation of the 
obligations that Denmark had undertaken in the negotiations 
of 1851-52 on which the international position of the monarchy 
now rested. 

The new constitution did not involve the ‘incorporation of 
Schleswig’ with the kingdom of Denmark in the sense of an 
amalgamation of the local institutions of the duchy with those 
of the kingdom,®® for no change was made in the specific local 

“ Cf. the pungent comment of Lord Robert Cecil (later Lord Salisbury) in 
“The Danish Duchies,” in his Essays in Foreign Policy, pp. 125, 
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institutions of Schleswig®’ or in the list of affairs that had been 
declared to be ‘common’ to the monarchy as a whole. But 
‘incorporation’ as used in the notes exchanged in 1851-52 had a 
more technical meaning. 

An AjUstrian note of September 9. 1851, states that “The idea 
of separating Holstein still more from the other provinces of the 
monarchy, in order more closely to unite Schleswig with the 
Kingdom of Denmark, is repugnant to the principle of the 
integrity of the monarchy. . . The Duchy of Schleswig has 
always been an intermediate link between Denmark and Holstein- 
tein. . . . ’’®® 

The principle of the Eider-Denmark embodied in the November 
Constitution was certainly incompatible with the position of 
Schleswig as an intermediate link between Denmark and Hol- 
stein. But, in any case, the Danish government had promised not 
merely “not to incorporate Schleswig with tlic Kingdom” but 
also that no steps “tending towards that end should be taken.” 
There was much justification for the view that the new constitu- 
tion was a step leading to the complete incorpouition of Schleswig. 
The speech from the throne had announced the intention of the 
government to give to the Rigsraad such strength that “in the 
course of time it will be in a position to bear the whole of our 
constitutional development. ”®’ “ These most imprudent words, ’ ' 
which were supposed to be due to the influence of Orla Lehmann 
were those which to public opinion both in and outside of Den- 
mark gave the whole institution its character. Taken in 
conjunction with the known views of the ministry and of many 
members of the Rigsraad, and with the statements of the in- 

Considerable opposition in the Rig\raml to the now constitution was caused 
by rumors that the ministry intended even to incic.isc I lie powers of the local 
organs in Schleswig Neergaard, Under Jimigrundlovcn, IT, p 763. 

“ This meaning of incorporation was not specifically accepted by the Danish 
government but seems to have been clearly undci stood at Copenhagen during the 
negotiations. Cf Krieger, Daghfiger, I, pp. 140-142 As the Annex to the Austrian 
dispatch of December 2O, 1851 was formally adopted as the correct interpretation 
of the Danish intentions as set forth in the note of December 6, we are justified in 
interpreting it in the light of the dispatch of September 9, to which that of December 
6 was the reply. 

59 Neergaard, Under Junigrmdloven, II, pp. 718 f, 
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fluential Copenhagen press®” they were justifiably interpreted as 
indicating the purpose of uniting the institutions of Denmark 
and Schleswig. 

Even assuming that the November Constitution involved 
neither the ‘incorporation’ of Schleswig nor a step leading 
thereto, the fact remains that it marks the definite abandonment 
of the ‘Whole State’ policy consecrated by the agreements of 
1851-52. Count Bluhme, who as minister for foreign affairs had 
carried on the final negotiations, argued in the debates in the 
Rigsraad that the new constitution actually was a violation of 
Denmark’s obligations”^ and this is now generally admitted by 
Danish historians.®” 

The HaU ministry was not blind to the fact that there was 
danger in the path it had chosen, but it was possessed by an 
optimism that threw into high light the bright points of the 
situation.®” The real danger to Denmark, the ministry declared, 
lay in the confusion of the question of Schleswig with that of 
Holstein. From the moment, however, that Germany took a 
step toward Federal Execution, the question would stand out 
with its legal limits clearly marked. Any attempt on the part 
of the Confederation to extend its action to Schleswig would lead 
it into a sphere “where it is sure to meet that European inter- 
vention which so far, it has succeeded in averting. . . . Under these 
circumstances, the Confederation, especially in the present 
conjuncture of European politics, will scarcely go farther than 
to make protests and reservations and these methods will hardly 
have any telling effect or find any substantial response on the 
part of the Powers . . . . ’ ’®® 

The Danish government deliberately took the step of bringing 
to a head the conflict with Germany but it did not foresee and 

60 Neergaard, Under Jtinigrtindloven, II, 725 ff. 

o‘ Thoisde, Kong Fredcrik den Syvendes Regcring, II, pp. 890 f; Neergaard, 
Under Jtmigrundloven, II, pp. 769 fl. 

60 Cf. Neergaard, op. cit., II, pp. 617 II, 722 H.; Rubin, Maend og Bpger, p.9S; 
Arup, Rids af Danmarks Eistorie til Brug ved Universilcis U ndervisning, p. 61, 

60 Neergaard, Under Jtmigrundloven, IT, pp. 764 f. 

66 Ministerial report to the King, Sept. 24, 1863; Iftid., pp. 7175, 
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could hardly have foreseen the change in the situation brought 
about by the events immediately following the passage of the 
constitution. 


V 

On November 15, two days after the passage of the constitution 
and before it had received his formal approval, King Frederick 
VII, the last male in the direct line of the Danish royal house, 
died suddenly at Gliicksburg in Schleswig. In accordance with 
the Treaty of London of 1852 and the Danish law of succession 
of 1853, he was succeeded by Prince Christian of Schleswig- 
Holstein -Sonderburg-Gliicksburg as King Christian IX. 

The new king came to the throne at a moment of crisis for 
Denmark and his personal difficulties were increased by the fact 
that he followed a ruler, who, in spite of many faults, was very 
popular with his Danish subjects. King Christian, then in his 
forty-sixth year, was not well known to his people. Since 1856, 
he had been a member of the Privy Council [Geheimestatsraad] 
but had had practically no influence on the course of government. 
He and his wife had shown their loyalty to the state in the 
difficult days of 1848, but, at the same time, birth, upbringing, 
and family connection linked them closely to the German 
population of the duchies. For this Prince, brought up in the 
tradition prevailing before ‘Forty-eight,’ it was only natural to 
combine Danish and German sympathies. As he might be 
regarded as having a mandate from the Danish King and Diet 
and from the European Powers to hold the monarchy together, 
he opposed all separatist tendencies, whether Eider-Dane or 
Schleswig-Holstein. This point of view, added to his conservative 
cast of mind, brought him close to the ‘Whole State’ party and 
in its ranks were to be found his political confidants. The Na- 
tional Liberals regarded him as an opponent and their press often 
commented on his supposed lack of national feeling. As the 
tendency of the government policy had become more markedly 
Eider-Danish, the Prince, whose position and nature forbade 
him to step into the active opposition, took a more and more 
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passive attitude. Those who knew him well, liked and honored 
him, but his lack of ability to impress the crowd and his reluctance 
to seek popularity, made it difficult for him at first to overcome 
the prejudice against him and to stand the contrast with the 
jovial Frederick VII.®® 

Immediately on his accession, King Christian was faced by 
the problem created by the passage of the new constitution. 
Should he or should he not give it his sanction? From the 
beginning, he was left in little doubt as to the attitude of his 
capital. Shortly before noon on November i6. Minister President 
Hall announced from the balcony of Christiansborg Palace the 
death of King Frederick VII and the accession of Christian IX. 
Half-hearted cheers for the new monarch were followed by loud 
shouts of: “The Constitution of November 13!” “Hurrah for 
the Constitution \” “ Three cheers for the Hall Ministry ! ’ ’ Similar 
scenes took place when the garrison and the civic guard took the 
oath of loyalty. The next day, delegates from various civic bodies 
called to pay their respects and to urge the King to complete 
the work of his predecessor by signing the new constitution. 
“Answer! Answer! Yes or no?” shouted the crowds outside 
the palace.'® 

King Christian was in a situation of unusual difficulty. If he 
refused to sign the constitution, he would alienate a numerous 
and influential element among the Danes; if he did sign, he 
would add to the already existing complications in Denmark’s 
relations to the duchies and to Germany. Frederick VII ’s title 
to the whole Danish Monarchy had been unquestionable. But 
his successor’s right to the duchies was denied by the Schleswig- 
Holstein party in the duchies and by their sympathizers in the 
rest of Germany. Even more important was the question as to 
what attitude Austria and Prussia would take if an act violating 
the agreements of 1851 were consummated. 

“ Neergaard, Under Junigrunilovm, 11 , pp. 371 f.; M Rubin, Miend og Bdger, 
pp. 94 f. 

Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, EC, pp. 874 f.; G. Brandes, Levned, I, p. 
157; Paget to Russell, November 18, 1863, (Record Office, London); Balan to 
King William, November 16, 1863, (Berlin archives) ; Dotfizac to Drou3m de Lhuys, 
November 18, 1863, (Paris Archives), 
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On November 15, the day of King Frederick’s death, Balan, 
the Prussian minister, had communicated to Hall a note dated 
November 13, protesting against the proposed constitution.®^ 
From Berlin, Quaade, the Danish minister, telegraphed on 
November 17 that “under present circumstances, the sanction 
of the new Constitution will have the most fatal effect upon the 
action of the Confederate Diet. The young Augustenburger is 
said to be in Frankfurt and the Diet already busying itself with 
the succession question. The Execution at present will mean a 
double danger. Bismarck does not indeed demand that the 
sanction never be given. He only advises that we wait as long as 
possible and do not carry out the decision now. ' The British 
foreign secretary expressed the opinion that if the King wished 
the proposed British mediation to be successful, it would be 
advisable to suspend his signature until the international question 
was settled.®® A warning from Gorchakov probably arrived too 
late to have had any influence on the King ’s decision, but it was 
well known at Copenhagen that the Russian cabinet was un- 
sympathetic toward the Eider policy.^® On the other hand, 
Count Hamilton is said to have been ordered by the Swedish 
government to advise the King to give his sanction without 

'■ Bismarck to Balan, November 13, 1863; Bismarck, Die gcsammellen Wtrke, 
IV, No. 151; Balan to Bismarck, No. 252, November 15, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 

Neergaard, Under Jiinigrundloven, II, p. 878. 

“ Russell to Paget, telegram, November 17, 1863, ii:io A. M. (Record Office, 
London). On the other hand the King of Sweden told the French minister at 
Stockholm: “II [Christian IX] a, de suite, tflfigraphifi ^ son gendre, le Prince de 
GaUes, pour le prier de lui transmettre I’avis de Lord Palmerston. Le 18, le Prince 
a repondu que Lord Palmerston engageait le Roi h. donner sa sanction sans delai. ’ ’ 
Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 37, November 30, 1863, Tr^ confidentielle, 
(Paris Archives). 

■" Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, pp. 879 f. Krieger, Dagbdger II, p. 
346, (19 November), notes: “ . . igaar telegraphercde 0 . Plessen, at man endelig 

ikke maatte stadfacste Grundloven . — Forseent!” The King of Sweden told 

the French minister that Gorchakov had telegraphed already on November 16. 
Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 37, November 30, 1863, (Paris Archives). 
This seems too early a date. According to Redem’s telegram to Bismarck, No. 
131, November 19, 1863, (Berlin Archives), Gorchakov’s telegram was not sent 
before November 19, the date of his corresponding dispatch to Nicolai, the Russian 
minister at Copenhagen. Cf. Denmark and Germany, No. 3, 1864, No. 286. 
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delay, and the Danish minister at Stockholm telegraphed that 
Count Manderstrom had declared to him that the death of 
Frederick VII would not affect the attitude of the Swedish 
cabinet toward the treaty of alliance.^® 

The ministry urged the King not to delay his sanction. 
Finally, King Christian, unable to find anyone to form a new 
ministry and unable to persuade Hall to take the responsibility 
for postponement, yielded to the pressure and, at a council 
shortly after noon on November i8, signed the new constitution. 
At the new year, it would go into effect.^® 

The coincidence of the dynastic change with the sanction of 
the November Constitution gave the Germans the opportunity 
to combine two lines of attack upon the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy; the constitutional and the dynastic. King Frederick 
VII could have been forced to make good only the violation of 
the agreements of December 1851; his successor’s very title to 
the duchies could be made to stand or fall with the observance of 
Denmark’s obligations. 

" Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 37, November 30, 1863, (Paris Archives). 

’’ Neergaard, Under Jumgfundloven, II, pp. 880 f. 

'a Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, 11 , pp. 881-887. M. Rubin, Mand og 
B fger, p. g6, perhaps on the authority of information obtained from King Christian, 
says that Hall secured the king’s signature by promising to undertake the revoca- 
tion of the constitution if it should prove to be a cause for war. This probably 
rests on a misunderstanding. 
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THE AUSTRO-PRUSSIAN ALLIANCE 
I 

The death of Frederick \TI stirred up an outburst of national 
excitement in Germany that soon evoked in the minds of the 
governments wtid memories of the enthusiasm of 1848; and the 
news of the sanction by his successor of the constitution for 
Denmark and Schleswig poured oil on the flames. The agitation 
quickly found a ralljmg point in Prince Frederick of Augusten- 
burg, the eldest son of that Duke Christian August in whom, up 
to 1852, the hopes of the duchies had centered. 

Prince Frederick was thirty-foui years old. He had taken 
part with the Schleswig-Hol«tein army in the campaigns of 1848- 
50. He had later attended the University of Bonn where he had 
acquired the friendship of a number of men, who in 1863 were in 
a position to be of great se^^^ce to his political ambitions : Crown 
Prince Frederick William of Prussia, the Grand Duke of Baden 
and Duke Ernst of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha. By his marriage with 
Princess Adelheid of Hohenlohe-Langenburg, the daughter of a 
half-sister of Queen Victoria, he came into close personal relations 
with the British court. ^ The young Augustenburger had, 
however, taken no part in public life up to Novciiber 1863 and 
was little known in Germany and the duchies ^ 

The news of the death of King Frederick reached the Augusten- 
burg family at their estate of Primkenau in Silesia late on the 
afternoon of November 16. That evening, Christian August 

^ In conversation with Earl Kusseli, the Queen suggested him as a possible 
candidate for the throne of Greece. “The Queen thought that there would be a 
degree of justice in placing him on that throne, considering that we had been ins- 
trumental in depriving him of his just rights to the duchy of Holstein. ’ ’ Letters of 
Queen Victoria, and series, I, p 50. 

’ H. Hagenah, “1863. Die nationalc Bewegung in Schleswig-Holstein,’’ 
Z.f. s.-h. G., LVI, pp. 315-323- 
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renounced his claims to the duchies in favor of his eldest son and 
the Prince set out at once for the court of Gotha. On his arrival 
there the next morning, Duke Ernst formally recognized him as 
Duke of Schleswig-Holstein and allowed him to organize a 
provisional government of Schleswig-Holsteiners whom he had 
taken into his own service after their banishment from the 
duchies.® 

There has been much argument as to the legal and moral 
justification of this action of the Augustenburgs. In 1852, 
Christian August had promised for himself and his family not to 
make use of his rights to the succession. It was now argued, 
however, that, as Prince Frederick had been of age at the time, 
he was not legally included in the Duke’s “family” and not 
subject to his authority. It was not until 1859, however, that 
the former made any formal protest or reservation of his rights 
and even then very little attention was paid to him. But there 
can be no doubt that the father at least, evaded his obligations. 
He had promised “not to undertake anything whereby the 
tranquillity of His Majesty’s dominions and lands might be 
disturbed, nor in any way to counteract the resolution which 
His Majesty might have taken, or in future may take, in refer- 
ence to the succession to all the lands now united under His 
Majesty’s sceptre or to the eventual reorganization of His 
monarchy. ’ ’ He further promised ‘ ‘ for ourself and our heirs and 
descendants, that we will faithfully fulfil on our side all that has 
been stipulated . . . , and will not allow any of ours to do or to 
undertake anything against it.”^ Sybel’s comment is unanswer- 
able: “What, however, could he have undertaken against this 
succession arrangement better suited to shatter it than the 
cession of claims which he was bound not to exercise to an heir 
whose hand was free?”® But in November 1863, Germany was 
in no mood to listen to reason and Prince Frederick became the 
idol of the nation. 

The duchies received the news of the d3mastic change with 

® Details in Gebauer, Herzog Friedrich VIII von Schleswig-Holstein, pp. 61-64. 

* Dec. 30, 1852. Das Staatiarchiv, VI, No. 1026. 

^ Sybcl, Die Begrundung des detdseken Reiches, III, p. 150. 
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outward calm. The new king’s sympathies were known and 
many waited to see what policy he would adopt.® The political 
leaders were at first divided and uncertain as to what should be 
done but with the news of the signing of the constitution and an 
order to aU officials to take the oath of allegiance to King Chris- 
tian, the proclamation of Prince Frederick as Duke of Schleswig- 
Holstein, published in Holstein on November i8, gave the 
impetus to a rapidly increasing agitation in that duchy. The 
officials decided to refuse the oath. But in Schleswig, where 
most of the officials were Danish, the population remained more 
quiet.’ I 

From Gotha, Prince Frederick® hurried on November i8 to 
Berlin to ask for the support of Prussia. His appearance there 
created a serious problem for Bismarck. The latter had no 
desire to see Schleswig and Holstein fall into the hands of the 
Prince. He had often said that he preferred the King of Denmark 
in the Duchies to a new Grand Duke, who out of fear of Prussian 
desire for his lands would always vote against her in the Diet." 
Public opinion in Germany and in Prussia in favor of the August- 
enburgs could be resisted; Bismarck was accustomed to that. 
But here the trouble was that King William seemed to waver. 
Even the fact that Prince Frederick was the close associate of 
the ‘ Coburgers ’, the liberal element against whose principles the 
King was standing so firmly was not enough to shake the mon- 
arch ’s strong sense of the legitimacy of the Prince ’s claims and 
the feeling that “Prussia had something to make up for ’ ’ in the’" 
Schleswig-Holstein question. The argument that must have 
appealed most to Bismarck: that recognition of the Prince as 
rightful sovereign of the duchies would block Prussia’s chance of 
acquiring them could not yet be used on honest King William. 

® C. Tiedemann, Aus Sieben Jahrzehnten. I, p. 288. 

' H. Hagenak, “1863. Die nationale Bewegung in Schleswig-Holstein,” 
Z.J. s.-h. G., LVI, pp. 329-3SS. 

B As Frederick never succeeded in establishing his claims, I shall continue in 
general to refer to him not as Duke but as Prince. 

® Buchanan to Russell, No. 485, October 17, 1863, most confidential, (Record 
Office, London); Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. ir6. Nov. 19, 1S63, (Paris 
Archives). 

’o Memorandum by King William, Nov. 18, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 
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But the Treaty of London proved the trump card. Prussia had 
agreed to recognize the succession of Christian IX to all the 
lands of the Danish Monarchy. So the Prince was told by both 
minister and monarch that at present Prussia could do nothing 
for him.“ 


n 

At this time, Bismarck was still regarded as the worst enemy 
of the national ambitions of Germany. Just before the death of 
Frederick VII, it was rumored in usually well-informed circles 
in Berlin that he had turned the whole affair over to “little 
Abeken ’ ’ and had told him to do what he would with it so long as 
he took care that it did not lead to war.^® In many ways, his 
policy seemed not unfavorable to Denmark. He had openly 
expressed his agreement with Rechberg that the Danish reply to 
the Diet, presented on August 27, was unsatisfactory and that 
the legal procedure should be allowed to take its course.'® Secretly 
however, during October and the first weeks in November, he 
was negotiating with the British ambassador in an attempt to 
avert the Execution by securing adequate concessions from 
Denmark. He gave the appearance of favoring the British 
proposal of mediation to settle the Schleswig question and he 
supported an intrigue at Copenhagen to overthrow the Hall 
ministry and to effect a complete reversal of Danish policy with 
regard to the duchies. 

While the Danish ministry, with the aid of the National Liberal 
majority, had been pushing the new constitution through the 
Rigsraad, Earl Russell had not given up hope that, through 

Jansen-Samwer, Schleswig-Holsicins Befreiung, pp. 686 f. 

” Aus dem Leben Theodor oon Bernhardis, V, p. 139. 

” Rechberg sent an unciphered telegram from Frankfurt: ''KOnigl. Preus- 
sbchen Ministerprasidenten v. Bismarck in Baden. Ich haite die danische Antwort 
fiir ungenugend, die Forderungen des Bundes vemeinend und im Schliisse dessen 
Autoiitkt misskennend. Ware der Ansicht unsere Bundestagsgesandten fiir die 
Ausschuss kurzer anzuweisen, dem eingeleiteten gesetzlichen Verfahren Folge zu 
geben. Sind Eure Excellenz einverstanden?” The draft reply in Bismarck’s hand 
was: “VoUkommen einverstanden, und wird Herr von Sydow morgen mit ent- 
sprechenden Instruktionen versehen sein.” August 28, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 
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British mediation, a peaceful solution of the German Danish 
conflict could be found. He had failed W his preaching of 
moderation at Copenhagen, he had seen his advice to the Diet at 
Frankfurt practically disregarded, and he had been unable to 
secure the support of France for a more emphatic intervention.** 
As a last resort he had turned to Prussia, generally regarded as 
the most dangerous enemy of Denmark but for the moment in 
open opposition to Austria and the majority of the states repre- 
sented in the Diet. 

The apparent moderation of the Prussian government in the 
Schleswig-Holstein question had begun to make an impression 
on the British Foreign Secretary. Bismarck represented Austria 
and the south German states as pushing the Diet on, while he 
himself was attempting to keep their action within reasonable 
bounds. 

He [Bismarck] said it was difllcult to say when the e-vecution would take 
place, but that according to a calculation he had made it would not be before 
the middle of October; he was himself personally opposed to the claims of 
Germany in Schleswig-Holstein, but that it was so popular a question in 
Germany and Prussia, that no minister could remain a day in power who 
declared himself opposed to it; all that he could do and had done was to 
use his influence with the Austrian and other governments in order that 
some modifications might be made in the proceeding to be taken against 
Denmark. 

Some of the South German Governments, he added and more partiailarly 
Bavaria were great advocates for action on this subject, and he said M. von 
der Pfordten [Bavarian representative in the Diet] maintained that as war 
with France sooner or later was a certainty it would be better that it should 
take place for so good a cause as the German Duchies. . .His Excellency 
[Bismarck] denied that the Diet intended to invade Holstein for the purpose 
of compelling the King of Denmark to recognize certain rights which the 
German Confederation claim as belonging to Schleswig by virtue of the! 
arrangements of 1851-1852, and his Excellency took credit to himself for! 
having caused the Austrian Government to modify its proposals — one of 
which was that Holstein should be taken as pledge for Schleswig;'* that 
Count Carolyi [sic], the Austrian Minister [at Berlin] was continually urging 
him to action, but that he was personally indisposed to act in the matter 
and was continually endeavoring to restrain the others If, said M. de 

C£. A. W. Ward, in Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, II, pp. 559 ff. 

'* The dispatch says “Schleswig. . .as a pledge for Holstein. . . ” but this is 
doubtless a slip and it should certainly lead “Holstein” for “Schleswig”. Cf. 
Buchanan to Russell, telegram. May 29, 1S63, (Record Office, London). 
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Bismarck, there was a European conference on the Duchies, and this were 
proposed by England, not by France, it would be very well received.’® 

Bismarck’s official dispatches were naturally more unbending^^ 
but in his conversations he continued to be amiable and to throw 
the blame on Austria. ‘ ‘ He saw no prospect of a F ederal Execu- 
tion in Holstein being prevented,” he said, on September i8. 

. . .Austria had brought things to their present state in her new character 
as the champion of German rights in Schleswig-Holstein, and . . it would 
now be impossible for the King to act in opposition to the sympathies of 
Germany, although if the occupation of Holstein should lead to war with 
Denmark, the maritime interests of Prussia might be seriously injured. 

M. de Bismarck said he had done everything to promote moderation at 
Vienna and Frankfurt. In the first place he had refused to adhere to the 
Austrian proposals to occupy Holstein as a pledge for a satisfactory arrange- 
ment with respect to Schleswig. He had then declined to furnish Prussian 
troops for the occupation of Holstein, and when Hanover, where party 
feeling is strong against Denmark, was selected for carrying out the federal 
decree, the Prussian Government had insisted on Saxony being associated 
with her and on the troop.s being limited to six thousand “ 

At the end of September, Russell addressed a dispatch to the 
British representative at Frankfurt in which he sternly warned 
the Diet that 

Her Majesty could not see with indifference a military occupation of 
Holstein, which is only to cease upon terms injuriously affecting the consti- 
tution of the whole Danish Monarchy; Her Majesty’s Government could 
not recognize this military occupation as a legitimate exercise of the powers 
of the Confederation, or admit that it could properly be called a Federal 
Execution; Her Majesty’s Government could not be indifferent to the 
bearing of such an act upon Denmark and upon European interests, 

and they requested the Diet to submit the question in dispute 
between Denmark and Germany to the mediation of other 
powers, “unconcerned in the controversy, but deeply concerned 
in the maintenance of the peace of Europe and the independence 

Lowthcr to Russell, Berlin, September iz, 1863, No. 94, received September 
14, (Record Office, London). 

’■ Cl. Bismarck to Katte, Berlin, September ii, 1863; presented to Earl 
Russell, September 14, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 2 , 1864 , No. 123. 

Lowther to Russell, Berlin, September 19, 1863, No. 386; received Sep- 
tember 21, (Record Office, London). 
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of Denmark.”^® Copies of this dispatch were forwarded to 
Vienna and Berlin, and in separate dispatches Austria and 
Prussia were reminded of their obligations under the Treaty of 
London of 1852, “to respect the integrity and independence of 
Denmark. ’ 

In a second dispatch of the same date to Berlin, however, Earl 
Russell adopted a milder tone. 

Her Majesty’s Government take a great interest in the welfare of Den- 
mark, and they are glad to learn that Prussia has counselled moderation in 
respect to the question of Holstein. 

It appears to Her Majesty’s Government that instead of resorting at 
once to a Federal Execution, the Diet ought to demand from Denmark a 
clear and explicit declaration of the meaning of the words ‘explanations’ 
and ‘negotiation’ which she has used in relation to the Royal Letters-Patent 
of the 30 March. 

If these explanations open the way to a satisfactory arrangement all 
grounds for a Federal Execution will be taken away; and if they do not, 
the Diet can still resort to a Federal Execution. 

Her Majesty’s Government are willing to offer their good offices in order 
to bring about a conciliatory termination of these difficult affairs.® 

Count Rechberg, the Austrian foreign minister, informed the 
British ambassador that “the mediation of a foreign power 
between the Confederation and Holstein was not to be thought 
of, ’ and the slow and formal procedure of the Diet delayed the 
answer from that body. Bismarck, however, entered tvith ap- 
parent cordiality into the viewpoint of the British government. 
He and the King were absent from Berlin during the first few 
days of October, but on the seventh of the month he had a 
conversation with the British ambassador, which the latter 
embodied in a memorandum and sent to Bismarck, who was 
again away from Berlin, for correction and comment.®'* “Our 

“ Russell to Malet, September 29, 1863. Denmark and Germany, No. 2 , 1864 , 
No. 137. 

Ibid., No. 138. 

® Russell to Bloomfield and Buchanan, September 30, 1863 Denmark and 
Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , No. 139. 

® Russell to Buchanan, September 30, 1863, ibid.. No. 140. 

® Bloomfield to Buchanan, October 8, 1863, ibid.. No. 157. 

s* Bismarck, Die gesammelien Werke, IV, No. 132. 
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concern in the Danish affairs is too delicate” Bismarck wrote to 
Sir Andrew Buchanan, 

to be made the object of an authentical [sicj declaration authorized by 
His Majesty; it is not ripe for official proceedings between our Government 

and yours I still agree with the idea expressed in the first part of your 

account considering the favorable chance of conciliatory steps to be made 
after the entrance of some Hanoverian troops into the Duchy of Holstein. 
But as to the plan of arresting the Execution beforehand, after some con- 
versations I have had at Frankfort I scarcely am allowed to trust that it 
might be successful. 

Whatever may be the proceedings of the British Government to prevent 
the disturbance of the peace, it will be advisable to keep them free from the 
appearance of a previous intelligence with Prussia; the supposition of their 
being favored by us, might not only render them ineffectual, but probably 
influence our own conduct in a direction contrary to my personal intentions. 

After all there is no reason to hasten the steps that are to be made by you 
at Frankfort; the execution will not be carried forth [sic] before the end of 
next month, and in the meanwhile things may take a turn fit for more 
peaceful proposals.^ 

This letter written “intentionally in English, in order to take 
from the affair all official character, and Bismarck’s marginal 
notes to Buchanan ’s memorandum left little more than an empty 
shell of the originally almost non-committal negotiation. In 
substance Bismarck agreed that if Denmark did not resist the 
Execution, “a proposal for a mediation or for assembling a 
Conference to arrange the international and Schleswig questions 
would be deemed acceptable by Prussia. ’ ’ If Denmark accepted 
British mediation and the British Government attempted to 
effect an amicable arrangement, the Prussian representative at 
the Diet would not be able to vote for it, but ‘ ‘ at all events [he] 
will be instructed to employ his influence, in order that inter- 
ference though unacceptable with regard to purely German 
affairs, might be declined in a way acknowledging it as a friendly 
overture. ’ 

It was very little, but it was more than Great Britain was 
obtaining from the other parties to the dispute. Bismarck 
committed himself to nothing substantial, but his method of 

“ Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 133. 

“ Ibid., No. 134. 

^ Ibid., p i8fx 
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doing so was gracious and cordially confidential. Meanwhile, 
Sir Augustus Paget at Copenhagen was struggling with the 
Danish president of the Council to secure the withdrawal of the 
March Patent as a possible means of averting the Execution. 
The best he could obtain was that “although in the absence of 
the King it was impossible for His Excellency [Hall] to say 
anything positive in respect to the withdrawal of the Patent, he 
promised me that if it was not actually withdrawn, the Danish 
government would stale in the reply to the Diet that they did 
not absolute!}' adhere to the Patent in its present form, and 
would be willing to modify it in the sense of the decree of the 8 
March i860; that is to say tha.t its arrangements should be only 
provisional until the definitive position of Holstein had been 
settled with Germany. ’ Holstein would be permitted to retain 
complete control over its legislation and expenditure. The Danish 
goveniment also agreed to the mediation of the powers who 
signed the Treaty of London, “reserving the right of explaining 
the basis on which they will negotiate when they are invited to 
do so.“=« 

Bismarck in the meantime, continued his conversations with 
Sir Andrew Buchanan. “He would endeavor,” he said on 
October 14, 

to soften down M von der Pfordten’s rcpoit [to the Diet], and introduce 
an opening into it for tlie acceptance of a mediation on the international 
question, if such a mediation having picviouslv been accepted b^ Denmark, 
should be offered to the Diet t aiious piclcxts, he ‘•aid, might also be 
found on points of form to delay the execution and if the Rcichsiaad [<110] 
at Copenhagen adopted the neu constitution now undei discussion for the 
affairs of the Kingdom and the Duchj of Schlesuig, uhicli it might do in a 
fortnight or three weeks, he hoped the Danish Goveinmcnt would then 
withdraw the Edict of March 30 as a preliminarv' to new negotiations 
with the Diet as to Holstein and Lauenburg, and give the Diet such satis- 
faction with respect to these Duchies as nould enable Piussia to advocate 
the abandonment of the Execution 

As a summary of his views, Bismarck accepted Buchanan’s 
minute; “If Denmark would declare to the Diet that she is 

-8 Paget to Russell, Copenhagen, Octobci 14, 1863, Denmatk and Germany, 
No. 3, 1864, No. 165. 

88 Paget to Russell, telegram, Copenhagen, October 20, 1863, (Record Office, 
London). 
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ready to give them satisfaction as to the claim of Holstein and 
Lauenburg to accept and control their own legislation and the 
expenditure of all moneys raised in the Duchies, to accept the 
mediation of Great Britain for the arrangement of the internation- 
al question, Prussia will endeavor to prevent the execution.”®" 

“My Federal Councillor [sic],” Bismarck wrote to Buchanan 
the next day, “is afraid of public opinion, but I maintain the 
contents of the minute you took last night trusting that the 
matter will be discreetly managed; I do not doubt the success 
especially if our confederates get no scent of ‘Prussian influence’ 
in the scheme. ’ 

Again Bismarck promised little: “Prussia will endeavor to 
prevent the Execution.” But he added to his confidences by 
telling Sir Andrew that at the council of October 14 he [Bismarck] 
had represented to King William that it was not to the interest 
of Prussia to support Ultra-German views in the question of the 
Danish Duchies, 

as the King of Denmark if the Schleswig-Holstein question were once 
settled would probably prove a more useful ally to the King of Prussia and 
a better neighbor than the Duke of Augustenburg, if His Highness’s friends 
succeeded in placing him, as they hoped eventually to do, on the Ducal 
throne of an independent Schleswig-Holstein. He said the King of Den- 
mark’s interest would make him cultivate the friendship of Pnissia whereas 
a Schleswig-Holstein Duke, from a dread of the eventual absorption of his 
Duchy in Prussia, would be jealous of her influence in Germany and use his 
own to thwart her policy and check her power.® 

In spite of the efforts of British diplomacy, the establishment 
of a basis for mediation was a slow and difficult process. The 
Danish government did not believe that a peaceful settlement 
was probable and made what concessions it did because, on the 
one hand, the British minister at Copenhagen threatened to 
write a dispatch emphasizing the fact that it was the obstinacy 

Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV. No. 137; Buchanan to Russell, 
No. 434, Berlin, October 17, 1864, most confidential, (Record OflSce, London). 

(Copy) Bismarck to Buchanan, Berlin, October 15, 1863, private, (Record 
OflSce, London). 

® Buchanan to Russell, Berlin, October 17, 1863, No. 485, most confidential, 
(Record 0 £ 5 ce, London). 
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of Denmark that was preventing an agreement®* and, on the 
other, because delay of hostilities until spring when the Danish 
fleet could operate more effectively was distinctly to Denmark’s 
advantage. There was even no agreement as to the mediator. 
Denmark was ready to accept, with reservations, the mediation 
of the powers signatory to the Treaty of London; Bismarck 
insisted on the mediation of Great Britain alone,®^ a compliment 
which was not without appeal to the British Foreign Secretary. 

The Danish reply to the Diet’s decree of October r was un- 
satisfactory and Bismarck reacted sternly to reports that the 
Danish government had decided to resist the Execution by 
force.*® But in other respects he continued to impress his 
personal moderation upon the British ambassador and the Danish 
minister. The latter, Quaade, seems to have been convinced of 
Bismarck’s good faith and willingness to do what he could to 
realize the intentions of the Danish government if he could find 
the means of doing so without exposing himself to a rebuff.** 
Indeed some of Bismarck’s statements as reported by Quaade 
have exposed the former to the charge of deliberately leading on 
the Danish government to persist in a line of policy which 
Bismarck then treacherously used to justify his attack on 
Denmark. On October 7, for example, in discussing the impor- 
tance of separating the questions of Schleswig and Holstein, 
Bismarck expressed the conviction that the German Diet had not 
the least intention of exercising its influence over the parts of the 
Danish Monarchy which did not belong to the Confederation. 
“He added’’, wrote Quaade, “that he [Bismarck] had some 
difficulty in comprehending my objections. He had supposed on 
the contrary that the proceedings of the Diet corresponded to 
the wishes of my Government which had desired exactly that 

” Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , p. 162. 

“ Quaade to Hall, Berlin, October 28, 1863, Archives diplomatiques, (1864), 
IV, p. 71. 

“ Buchanan to Russell, October 20, 1863. Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , 
1864 , No. 181; Quaade to Hall, Berlin, October 21, 1863, Archives diplomatiques, 
(1864), IV, p. s8. 

“ Quaade to Hall, October 31, November 3, 1863, Archives diplomatiques, 
(1864), IV. pp. 72-78 
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separation of Holstein. The Diet at present, being about to 
carry out that measure, the projects of Danisation in Schleswig 
would be only the easier to carry out. Quaade naturally 
denied that the Danish government wished to incorporate 
Schleswig with the Kingdom, but when the conversations were 
renewed later in October, Bismarck occasionally threw out 
similar remarks. “The first thing necessary according to M. de 
Bismarck, to obtain a solution of the serious difference which 
occupies us and to avert a conflict as serious as it is imminent, 
is to draw a line of demarcation clearly and precisely between 
the federal and the international parts of the dispute, and at the 
same time, reducing the federal question to its smallest possible 
dimensions. There would result from acting in this way a de 
facto situation consisting of an Eider-Holstein and an Eider- 

Denmark That such statements of Bismarck’s 

really were responsible in any great degree for the policy of the 
Danish government need not be seriously considered. That 
Government had adopted its policy before they were made and 
had no intention of modifying it. The conditions that Bismarck 
laid down in the same series of conversations as essential for the 
success of his moderating efforts were disregarded and no real 
weight was laid on his reiteration of the fact that if the conflict 
resulted in war, Prussia would not stand aside.®® 

During these same weeks in October, Bismarck supported an 
attempt of a somewhat different nature to avert the Execution. 
Baron Blixen Finecke, a “gifted, active and impulsive, but 
mercurial” personality, occupied an unusual position in Danish 
politics.^” With estates in Denmark and Sweden, he was equally 
at home in both countries, and his marriage with a sister of Prince 
Christian of Gliicksburg brought him into close relationship with 

Quaade to Hall, Beilin, October 8, 1863, Archives iiplomaiiqms, (1864), 
IV, pp. S4 ff. 

38 Quaade to Hall, Berlin, October 28, 1863, Archives diplomatiqties, (1864)) 
IV, pp. 68 f. 

33 E.g, Quaade to Hall, Berlin, October 8 and 21, 1863, Archives diplmtuaiques, 
(1864), IV, pp. 56, s8. 

“I" Cl. Aage Fiiis, “Blken Finecke og Bismarck” in Danske Magazm, 6 
ser., n, pp. 365-387. 
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royalty. He had dabbled in politics in the 1850’s and, for a few 
months in i860, had held the portfolios of minister for foreign 
affairs and for Schleswig in the shortlived Rottwitt Cabinet. 
The basis for his friendship with Bismarck had been laid during 
their student days at Gottingen. They had had some political 
correspondence on various occasions and in the summer of 1857, 
Bismarck had been Blixen Finecke’s guest in Sweden. 

Before Bismarck’s appointment as Prussian Minister President, 
Blixen Finecke had favored a vigorous Eider-Danish policy at 
the risk of war with Germany. He then changed, not his aims, 
but his views as to tactics. He believed that Bismarck’s policy 
really was “to fill out Prussia’s thin body,” to break up the old 
Confederation and to create a new one with Prussia as the 
dominant power. He realized Bismarck ’s aversion to Schleswig- 
Holstein enthusiasm as the counterpart of German and Prussian 
Liberalism. He hoped to secure Prussian support for the Eider 
policy by satisfying Prussian ambitions in Holstein and thus 
leaving Bismarck, with a friendly Denmark in his rear and with 
an imderstanding with Napo’eon III , to fight it out with Austria 
and whatever other elements in Gcimany might oppose the new 
order. As the relations between Denmark and Germany became 
more dangerous in the late summer of 1863, Blixen Finecke was 
more and more convinced of the futility of the Dano-Swedish 
alliance negotiations. In xfiew of the ciitical situation, he decided 
to take advantage of his personal relations with Bismarck to 
ward off the danger to ivhich, he believed, Denmaik was exposed. 
In a letter on October 3, he asked if Bismarck would be in a 
position to prevent the Federal Execution and to turn the ques- 
tion over to negotiations for solution if the Danish Government — 
the present or a new ministry — at once ivithdrcw the March 
Patent and its consequences and, at the same time, voluntarily 
made concessions to the Germans of Schleswig. ‘ ‘ If you could 
say to me in a few words, which I could show the King, that under 
those circumstances you w'ould be willing and in a position to 


Neergaaid, Under J uitigrundloven, II, p. 7$2. 



92 


SCELESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


stop the Execution, you would — I am convinced — ^be able to 
reckon definitely on such concessions.”*' 

These proposals, the substance of which had reached Berlin 
on the afternoon of October 3 in a telegram from the Prussian 
charge at Copenhagen, seem to have made an impression on 
King William.^® Bismarck 's reply was sent on October 10 from 
Baden and was received by the Baron on his return to Copenhagen 
from a visit to King Frederick at Gliicksburg in Schleswdg. 

If the proclamation of March 30 is revoked: if the new arrangements, 
which, according to the statements of the Ministry, will make it no longer 
indispensable, do not introduce new complications; if, in addition, the in- 
dicated amelioration of the position of the Germans in Schleswig comes to 
pass; I will vote against the execution and believe that I can put through 
my views, no matter how warml3' Austria and her friends trj' to carry it out. 
If the conditions precedent faU, I lose aU basis for carrying out my moderate 
views, and the Confederation is already so far advanced in the matter that 
even the English mediation wiU be unable to achieve a practical success. 

Bismarck concluded with the expression of the pleasure he 
would feel if he could negotiate officially with his friend.'*® 
According to a telegram of Schlozer the Prussian charg6, the 
Hall Ministrj" was shaken as a result of Bismarck's letter to 
Blixen Finecke. ‘ ‘ Spurred on bj' the Minister of the Interior,®® 
it is straining every nerve to maintain itself ... If the German 
Confederation presses on calmly and firmly and if our official 
press comes out for the Execution, Hall’s game will be thwarted 
and there will be a possibility of realizing the plans of Baron 
Blixen Finecke. ’ ’®® 

® .\. Friis. “Blixen Finecke og Bismarck” in Danske Magizin, 6 ser., II., pp. 
38a ff. 

“ Schlozer to Bismarck, telegram. Copenhagen. October 3, 1863; attg P.M., 
received, S =55 P- M., No. 22S, (decjiJher), (Berlin Archives). On a list of dispatches 
received, King William underlined the number of this telegram and added in 
pencil: “Erscheint sehr wichtig. Xicht von der Hand zu weisen . ” 

♦* .\. Friis, “Blixen Finecke og Bismarck,” loc. cit , pp. 384. The original 
contains two unessential paragraphs which are not in the draft in the Berlin Ar- 
chives as printed in Bismarck, Die gesammellen Werke, IV, No. 135. 

Orla Lehmann. 

“ Schlozer to Bismarck, telegram, Copenhagen, October 20, 1863; 9:40 A.. 
M., received 12:12 P. M.; No. 234, (decypher). Cf. dispatches Nos. 236, 237, 
(Beriin Archives). 
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ThtNorddeutsche Allgem eineZeikmg, therefore, on October 22, 
contained a vigorous article on the attitude of Denmark and 
Schlozer was instructed not to make any secret at Copenhagen 
of its semi-official character.*^ The intrigue, however, failed in 
spite of Bismarck’s support. Blixen Finecke showed Bismarck’s 
letter to Hall and to other Copenhagen politicians as well as to 
the British minister but the cabinet soon recovered its balance.^® 
At the beginning of November, the Danish government seemed 
read}’ to make a slight concession with reference to the control of 
Holstein over the normal budget. When the matter was referred 
to a hostile committee by the Frankfurt Diet , Bismarck adopted 
a passive attitude and excused himself to the British ambassador 
on the grounds that the concession was inadequate and that he 
had done all that he could.^® 

When it began to appear likely that the Danish Rigsraad would 
pass the new constitution. Bismarck directed the Prussian 
minister at Copenhagen to warn the Danish government against 
it as a violation of the agreements of 1851-52 which would 
prejudice the proposed British mediation and make a peaceable 
solution less likely.®" Count Bemstorff at London was ordered 
to ask the British government to support these representations.®* 
Although Bismarck’s dispatch reached Copenhagen only after 

Marked copy of the Norddntlsche AUf^enmne Zeilung, and Bismarck to 
Schlozer, draft telegram, October 21, 1863, (Berlin .\rchives). 

48 Neergaard, Utidcr Junigrundlmcn, IT, p 754; Pagcl to Russell, Copen- 
hagen, October 20, 1863, Most confidential. (Record Office, London); Schlozer to 
Bismarck, Copenhagen, October 20 and 21, 1863, Nos. 236 and 237, (Berlin Ar- 
chives). 

48 Cf. Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, p. 761 ; Bismarck, Die gesammelten 
Werke, IV, Nos. 144, 146, 156; Buchanan to Russell, Berlin, No. 502, November 
14, 2863 (Record Office, London) extract in Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , pp. 
204 ff. 

8“ Bismarck to Balan, November 23, 1863; Bismarck, Die gesammelten Warke, 
IV, No. 151. 

51 Bismarck to the Foreign Office, telegram, Letzlingen, November ir, 1863: 
“Bitte, an Graf Bemstorff telegrapbircn, wic Gcheimer Rath Abeken mir ge- 
schrieben hat,dass dieVermittluiig und Erhaltung fricdlichen Beziehungen Aussicht 

auf Erfolg verlieren, wenn Diinemark mil F.invcrlcibung Schleswigs vorgeht 

draft telegram to Bemstorff. No. 4(17, November :2, 1863, (Berlin Archives). Cf. 
Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 152. 
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the constitution had passed its third reading, Herr von Balan was 
informed that “the possibility was taken into account that the 
instructions might arrive after the adoption by the Rigsraad. It 
still lacks the Royal sanction. Make use of the instructions. ’ ’®- 
Before this could be done, Eling Frederick was dead, but Bismarck 
transferred the pressure to his successor and requested both 
Great Britain and Russia to use their influence to prevent King 
Christian from causing new complications by over hasty action.®’ 

It may be true as claimed by his opponents, that Bismarck 
preferred to see the duchies under the rule of Denmark than 
under that of the Prince of Augustenburg since it would be easier 
in the future to find a pretext for taking them away from Denmark 
than from a German sovereign. It is certainly true that in the 
existing state of the German Confederation, the creation of a 
new German dynasty would be likely to add to the opponents 
of Prussia in the Diet. A safer interpretation of Bismarck’s 
action is that he was confident that the King of Denmark would 
be unable to follow the advice given him and that it would help 
Prussia’s game to have the Powers believe in his unwillingness 
to upset the existing arrangements. At the very time that he 
was putting pressure on King Christian not to consummate by 
his sanction of the constitution the violation of Denmark’s 
obligations, Bismarck began cautiously to bring forward the 
policy that was to give him his success: the insistence on the 
interdependence of the Danish fulfillment of the promises of 
1851-1852 and the Prussian recognition of the binding force of 
the Treaty of London.®® 

The fate of the duchies depended not on King William being 
able to resist Bismarck but on Bismarck being able to restrain 
the King from hasty action that might have led to serious inter- 
vention by one or more Great Powers. For it was the Great 
Powers on whom Bismarck fixed his attention and according to 
their attitude he shaped his tactics. “The Schleswig-Holstein 

“ Draft telegram to Balan, No 290, November 14, tSbj, (Berlin Archives ) 

“ Bismarck, Die gesatmnellen Weike, IV, No. 157; Buchanan to Paget, tele- 
gram, November 17, 1863, reported in Buchanan to Russell, No. 507, November 
17, 1863, (Record Office, London). 

“ Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, Nos. 160, 161, 164. 
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question,” he once remarked to Lothar Bucher, “was a nut on 
which we might well have broken our teeth. Denmark didn’t 
worry me; I counted on her making blunders and it was only a 
question of creating a favorable situation. Austria had to be 
brought to see that she would dissipate all sympathy in Germany 
if she didn’t go with us; Russia had to be reminded of the 
ser\dces we rendered when Austria wanted to mobilize Germany 
against her; England had to be isolated so that she would confine 
herself to threats, as she always does when no one will pull the 
chestnuts out of the hre for her. The individual actions were, in 
themselves, trifles; to see that they dove-tailed was the dif- 
ficulty. ’ The skill with which Bismarck made them dove-tail 
and his genial handling of the international situation justify him 
in regarding the Schleswig-Holstein question as his diplomatic 
masterpiece.®' 


Ill 

Bismarck’s first great triumph was to secure the cobperation 
of Austria. If the two German Great Powers were united in the 
question, other Powers would think long before venturing armed 
intervention. Prussia had experienced from 1848 to 1850 what it 
meant to be one against four ; two against three was a much better 
situation.®^ Bismarck not only got Austria on his side, but he 
dragged her after him through the tortuous paths of his policy. 

Since Bismarck had been in office as Minister President, 
Austro-Prussian relations had often been strained. The climax 
was reached after William I had refused to accept Francis 
Joseph’s invitation to the Congress of Princes at Frankfurt in 
August 1863." When it was seen that the Austrian scheme was 
leading to absolute fiasco the cabinet of Vienna began to swing 

“ “Aus Bismarcks Lebeii. Xach Slitthcilimgcn von Lothar Bucher u. a.” 
in Poschinger, Bismarck-PortfeuiUe, III, pp. 114 f. 

“ M. Busch, Bismarck, Some Secret Pages from his History, II, p. 337. 

Friedjung, Kampf hw die V orhcrrschajt in Deutschland, I, 76. 

•’* Cf. R. H. Lord, “Russia and Prussia in 1863,” in Amcrnan Historical Re- 
zicw, October 1923; J. Redlich, Das Oesterreickische Reichs- und Staatsproblem, H, 
pp. 766 £f. 
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away from the minor states and towards the conservative policy 
of Prussia.™ Schmerling’s policy of making unified Austria the 
leader of a unified Germany h ad failed. His star began to sink 
and the control of affairs passed to his rival, Count Bernhard von 
Rechberg. The basis of his policy was to maintain the map of 
Europe in its existing state and he desired to return to the 
Mettemichian s)rstem of close cooperation with Prussia.®” 

The chief motive of the Austrian change of front was fear of 
France. On November i an Austrian Council of Ministers had 
debated the question of what Austria would do in case France, 
with which power Rechberg did not desire to cooperate, continued 
her attempts to secure the reconstitution of the Kingdom of 
Poland'^but the blow fell sooner than was expected. In his 
speech from the throne on November s to the Corps Legislatif, 
Napoleon III pronounced the phrase: “The Treaties of 1815 
have ceased to exist’’ and announced his intention of inviting 
the Sovereigns of Europe to meet in Congress at Paris to “regu- 
late the present and secure the future.’’™ The Austrians were 
not ignorant of Napoleon’s views on the reconstruction of 
Europe and they had every reason to fear that “the Congress 
speech’’ was the prelude to the loss of Galicia and Venetia.®® 
The Austrian statesmen had little confidence in their own 
military strength.®® Russia had been alienated by Austrian 
ingratitude in the Crimean War and still more in the Polish 
crisis of the past year; Great Britain, Austria’s best friend, was 
not a strong military power; the only possible ally was Prussia. 

It is true that the first reports to reach Vienna after Napoleon ’s 
speech were not entirely unfavorable. Count Miilinen, the 
charge d’affaires, gained from Drouyn de Lhuys and others, the 

™ ‘ ‘ Wenn Ihr es so haben wollt, mit Preussen konnen wir uns auch verstandi- 
gen,” Rechberg said to Beust at the Nuremberg Conference. Beust, Aus drei 
Viertdjahrhunderten, I, p. 336. 

Fried jung, “Graf Bernhard von Rechheig,” in Hislorische Aufsatzse, pp. 
313, 314. Cf. F. Engel-Janosi, Graf Rechberg, pp. 124, 1435. 

Schhtter, “Die Frage der Wiederherstellung Polens im Osterreichischen 
Ministerrat 1863,” in Oesterreichische Rundschau, LVIII (1919), pp. 63-69. 

“ Das Staalsarchiv, V, Nos. 916, 918, 

Cf. A. Stem, Geschichie Europas, IX, pp. r64, 181. 

•® Schlitter, op. cil. ; Vogt, Die Hessische Politik, p. 15. 
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impression that France was willing to cooperate with Austria to 
settle all questions, even the Danish. “The continuance or 
abandonment of the entente still rests in Austrian hands, but 
Napoleon will undoubtedly want a secret understanding for 
eventual action.’’®® Prince Metternich, the ambassador, who 
had hurried back to his post, telegraphed that his first impression 
was that the new plan was not based on definite unpleasant 
objects, but was intended as an escape from an untenable position. 
“They expect some conditional adhesions and many refusals; 
they realize our objections but hope to reach an agreement as 
to the direction to be given the Congress if it succeeds and for 
action a dctix if it fails.’’®® Count Rechberg had no desire to 
cooperate with France alone,®' and he began to sound Prussia 
for an understanding on the Congress question.®® 

Bismarck at first received the Austrian advances coldly. He 
welcomed the opportunity to put pressure on Austria and to 
improve the diplomatic position of Prussia.®® His wrath at the 
Austrian attempts at the reform of the Confederation was not 
turned away by the last note which Count Karolyi, the Austrian 
minister had read to him on the subject. He accused Austria of 
trying to frighten Prussia by the threat of an Austro-French 
alliance,’® and refused to enter into confidential communications 


Miilinen to Rechberg, No. 46B, November 7, TR63, (Vienna .Archives). 

“ “hlein erster Eindruck isl dass dcr neue Plan nkht auf bestimmte unan- 
genehme Ziele sondem vorerst auf Umiindcrung cine nicht durchzufuhrenden 
Situation berechnet wurde. On s ’attend k quelqucs adhfsions conditionelles et i. 
beaucoup de refuses; on prevoit nos objections avec I’cspoir dc s ’entendre sur la 

direction a donner au Congres s’il r^ussit et a 1 ’action a deitx s’il dchoue ” 

T 616 grainme, Prince Metternich, Paris, November ii, 1863. Nuit, Chiffre, No. 98. 
(Vienna Archives). 

Schlitter op. cit. and telegram, Rechberg to Metleniich, referred to in Metter- 
nich to Rechberg, telegram No. 98, Paris, November 10, 1S63, (Vienna Archives). 

•* “ Graf Rechberg wunscht sehnlichst zu erfahren, nie andere gross- 

machte diesen vorschlag auflassen. ...” Werther to Bismarck, Telegram No. 491, 
November 7, 1863, (Berlin Archives). Cf. Hcngelmuller, “Graf Alois Karolyii” 
in Deutsche Revue, August 1914, pp. 225 S. 

Draft telegram, Bismarck to Gollz, No. 443, November 8, 1863, and Golte 
to Bismarck, Paris, November 6, 1863, No. 300, (Berlin Archives). 

Karolyi to Rechberg, No. 106 A. B., Berlin, November 7, 1863, (Vienna 
Archives); Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. tss. 
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with her. He did tell Count Karolyi that if it had not been for 
the Austrian reform project, his first idea would have been to 
advise King William to meet Francis Joseph personally to 
discuss the French Congress and to meet it with an alliance of 
the Three Eastern Powers. Now he could not take any initia- 
tive. 

The Austrians realized that the possibility of an entente with 
Prussia depended upon the complete abandonment of the anti- 
Prussian policy involved in the Congress of Princes while Prussia 
would probably not give up her anti-Austrian policy in the 
ZolhereinP^ They had to swallow their pride and when the 
Schleswig-Holstein crisis burst upon them, they were glad to 
learn from Under Secretary Thile that Prussia intended to 
remain on the basis of the Treaty of London and would not 
encourage the claims of its opponents.” The rapprochement 
then came speedily and completely. 

” “ . . .his reason for thus abstaining from entering into confidential commu- 
nications with Austria, he said applies to all other questions and is the natural 
consequence of the manner in which Austria has behaved to Prussia with respect 
to Federal Reform. The Prussian Government being unwilling to take the initiative 

in renewing any common action with her in the treatment of political affairs ” 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 502, November r^, 1863. “ . . .The Austrian Minister 
has asked whether Prussia vrould concert common action with Austria, and Bis- 
marck answered that the proposal for such action must come from Vienna, as 
Austria menaced Prussia with a French alliance on the 3rd inst . . . . ” Buchanan 
to Russell, No. 506, November 15, 1863. (Record Office, London). Hengelmiiller, 
“Graf Alois Karolyi, ’ ’ in Deutsche Revue, August 1914. ‘ ‘ Ew. Excellenz sagen dass 
Rechberg unsere Standpunkt in der Congress Frage v&llig vibereinstimmend mit 
dem seinen finde. Woher kennt Graf Rechberg unsere Standpunkt? Das Telegram 
No. 492 an Ew. Excellenz erhiclt keinen Auftrag zur Mlttheilung des Inhalts.” 
Draft telegram, Bismarck to Werther, No. 495, November 15, 1863, (Berlin Ar- 
chives). A dec3q)hered copy of this telegram is in the Austrian Archives, Varia de 
Pfusse, 1 S 63 . Karolyi to Rechberg, No. 108 A-D. Vertraulich. November 13, 
1863, (Vienna Archives). 

” Karolyi to Rechberg, No. log A. E. Vertraulich, November 21, 1863, 
(Vienna Archives). 

“Nachdem Herr von Bismarck seit zwei Tagen nicht zu sprechen ist, 
konnte Herr von Thile mir bloss eroffnen dass Preussen auf den Londoner Vertrage 
stehe und die gegneiischen Anspruche nicht ermuthigen werde.” Telegram, Karol- 
yi to Rechberg, chiffre, No. 44, November 20, 1863, (Vienna Archives). 
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IV 

The first meeting of the German Federal Diet after the dynastic 
change at Copenhagen took place on November 21. The Danish 
plenipotentiary formally notified the assembly of the death of 
King Frederick VII and presented his new credentials. Herr 
von Mohl, the representative of Baden, in accordance with the 
authorization of his government, then announced the accession 
of Duke Frederick VIII to the throne of Schleswig-Holstein and 
protested against the further presence of a representative of the 
King of Denmark. As had been arranged between Bismarck and 
Karolyi the night before, Austria and Prussia succeeded in 
having the question referred to the Committee for Holstein and 
Lauenburg.^^ 

At the next session, on November 28, Herr von der Pfordten, 
the Bavarian minister, recommended on behalf of the majority 
of the committee that the vote of Holstein-Lauenburg be sus- 
pended, pending a settlement of the succession question. The 
minority, the representatives of Austria and Prussia, read a 
declaration that their governments regarded themselves as bound 
by the treaty which had been signed at London on May 8, 1852 
“after certain preliminary conditions had been settled with 
Denmark in 1851 and 1852.” These agreements, they declared, 
formed an inseparable whole of which the conclusion was the 
Treaty of London. When the Crown of Denmark fulfilled the 
preliminary agreements, Austria and Prussia would be ready to 
carry out their part of the bargain. But regardless of the Treaty 
of London, they regarded King Christian IX as indisputably 
entitled to the succession to Lauenburg and his representative, 
therefore, should be allowed to sit for that duchy. In the vote 
that followed, the majority report was adopted and the two 
Great Powers accepted their defeat.” 

The Austro-Prussian declaration had been adopted after 
several days of negotiation between Bismarck and Karolyi and 

” Protocol of the 37th session of the Diet, Das Staatiarchiv, VI, No. J033. 
HengelmUller, “Graf Alois Karol}!,” in Deutsche Reme, June 1913, p. 296. 

™ Protocol of the 39th session of the Diet, Das Staatsarchiv, VI, No. 1035. 
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was a distinct victory for the former’s policy. Rechberg and 
Karolyi had at first insisted on the necessity of Austria and 
Prussia acting together at Frankfurt on the basis of the Treaty 
of London. Whether Denmark had or had not lived up to the 
obligations, on the security of which the German Great Powers 
had signed the treaty, made no difference; it remained binding 
on Austria and Prussia and they had only the right stihsequently 
to demand the fulfillment by Denmark.’® Bismarck, however, 
upheld the thesis of the solidarity of the Treaty of London with 
the previous engagements: “No fulfillment of the Danish 
obligations of 1851-52, no Treaty of London.’’” Austria, which 
had nothing to gain in Schleswig-Holstein, preferred not to leave 
any loopholes, but dared not risk endangering Bismarck ’s position 
with his King. If he were forced out of office, Prussia would go 
into the arms of ‘the Revolution’ and then Austria would have 
to follow or completely give up her position in Germany. 

At the same time, Bismarck joined with the Austrian Cabinet 
in pressing upon the Diet the importance of carrying out the 
Execution as soon as possible on the basis already voted. This 
question was the more urgent as the minor states were showing 
a desire to change the Execution, which they regarded as a tacit 
recognition of Christian IX as Duke of Holstein, to an occupation 
of the duchy to sequester it until it could be turned over to its 
rightful sovereign.’® In a second session of the Diet on November 
28, this was actually proposed, but, as usual, referred to the 
committee on the affairs of Holstein and Lauenburg. Bismarck 
and Karolyi had agreed that Austria and Prussia could submit 
to being outvoted on the question of the admission of the Danish 
representative to the Diet. But changing the basis of the 
Execution was something that might seriously endanger their 
relations to the other Powers, and Bismarck proposed, therefore, 
that identic notes be sent to all the German states warning them 

™ Thile’s memorandum of conversation with Karolyi, Berlin, November 19 
1863, (Berlin Archives). Hengelmtiller, “Graf Alois Karolyi,” in Deutsche Revue, 
June 191S, p. 296. 

" Karolyi to Rechberg, telegram. No. 46, November 23, 1863. (Vienna 
Archives). 

™ Cf. Bismarck, Die gesanunelten Werke, IV, nos. i68, 170, 171. 
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of the danger of following out their policy. In case this did not 
have the desired result, Austria and Prussia would have to 
forestall the action of the Confederation by themselves occupying 
Holstein.'® 

The firmness of the two Great Powers had its effect. At the 
session of the Diet on December 7, their motion that the Execu- 
tion be carried out wdthout further delay was adopted, but by a 
majority of only one vote.®® 


V 

The March Patent ostensibly the motive for the Execution, 
had been revoked on December 4,*' but in the prevailing excite- 
ment this fact was disregarded. On December 24, the troops of 
Execution entered Lauenburg and Holstein. As had been 
arranged, the Danish garrisons retired before them and by the 
last day of the year, the two duchies were in German hands. 

In Lauenburg, the people on the whole remained loyal to King 
Christian but in Holstein, as the Danes retired, the populace 
declared enthusiastically for the Prince of Augustenburg.*® On 
December 30, the Prince arrived in Kiel and took up his residence 
there.®® The Federal commissioners bowed to the fait accompli 
and left the unrecognized “Ducal” government undisturbed. 

Austria and Prussia had succeeded in imposing their will on 
the Diet in carrying the vote for Execution but, in the storm of 
indignation that folloAved, it became more and more doubtful 
whether, in the future, a majority could be obtained for any 

HengelniUller, “Graf .\lois Karolyi,”in Deutsche Krivfc, June i()i5,pp. 298 ff. 

Protocol of the 40th session of the Diet; Das Staatsarchh, VI, No. 1036. 

This had been strongly urged by the British government, and as, now that 
the November Constitution had been passed, the Danes no longer felt any special 
need for the Patent, they made the concession. 

“ Jansen-Samwer, Schleswig-Bolsleins Befreiung, pp. t6o ff. 

“ King William had expressly warned the Prince against creating difficulties 
for the Federal authorities by going in person to the duchy. But lest he appear 
faint-hearted in the face of the popular demand for his presence, he decided to take 
the risk of offending the King. He was conhrmed in his decision by the advice of 
the Court of Baden and especially by the Crown Prince and Princess of Prussia. 
Gebauer, Herzog Friedrich VIII, p. 80. 
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policy that continued to imply the recognition of the Treaty of 
London. Not only the people of Germany, but the governments 
of the ‘Middle States’ as weU were upholding the claims of the 
Prince of Augustenburg. It seemed for a time as if, under the 
leadership of Bavaria, Saxony and Wurtemberg, the conduct of 
the Schleswig-Holstein question might be snatched from the 
hands of the two Great Powers unless they bent their policy to 
the will of the nation. 

Federal Execution might safeguard the rights of Holstein but 
could not exert any influence upon the position of Schleswig. It 
was, however, the question of Schleswig, the international 
question, which was the danger spot in the relations of Germany 
with the Great Powers who upheld the principle of the integrity 
of the Danish Monarchy, and Austria and Prussia could not 
afford to let the situation escape from their control. If Federal 
troops stood on the Eider, there would constantly be danger 
that they would cross it to tear up the Treaty of London and 
would thus bring on foreign intervention. In order to forestall 
this danger, Austria and Prussia decided that the Eider must be 
crossed in support of the Treaty of London. If the Diet could be 
brought to accept this policy, so much the better; if not, Austria 
and Prussia must act in their capacity as European Great Powers. 

At the session of the Diet on December 28, the Austrian and 
Prussian representatives proposed that the Confederation occupy 
Schleswig as a material pledge for the fulfilment of the Danish 
obligations of 1851-1852. It was soon clear, however, that there 
was little likelihood of a majority being obtained for this.®^ 

The procedure to be followed by Austria and Prussia in case 
of defeat in the Diet was arranged during the first weeks of 
January and a protocol for conunon action was signed by Bis- 
marck and Karolyi on January 17. With one exception, the six 
articles adopted were those of the text drafted by Rechberg, but 
the one exception shows how Bismarck gave the policy adopted 
in harmony with Austria the slight turns that were necessary to 

*■' A preliminary test of strength, the vote on January 2, 1864, on an Austro- 
Prussian motion that the Prince of Augustenburg be expelled from Holstein, 
showed the Great Powers in a hopeless minority in the Diet. 
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the carrying out of his policy. Rechberg’s version of Article V 
provided that in case of hostilities with Denmark and the 
consequent abrogation of the existing treaty relations between 
the German Powers and Denmark, the Courts of Austria and 
Prussia reserv^ed the right to regulate the relations of the duchies 
on another basis than that of the agreements of 1851-1852. 
Only b}'^ mutual agreement would they declare themselves 
released from the principle of the maintenance of the integrity 
of the Danish Monarchy and from the obligation to recognize 
the succession of King Christian to all of its parts as provided 
bj' the Treaty of London. Such a clause, of course, would have 
insured Austria against Prussian attempts to secure the duchies 
for herself. Bismarck, however, proposed the variant that in 
case of hostilities with Denmark, the future relations of the 
duchies and especiall}- the question of the succession would be 
settled only by mutual agreement. This left open the question 
of the denunciation of the Treaty of London and, though at 
first, Karolyi objected, he was finally authorized to sign. The 
Austrian Government was convinced by Bismarck that King 
William would refuse to be bound further and was comforted 
by the thought that in case of future complications, the provision 
that the future of the duchies should be settled only by mutual 
consent gave sufficient hold on Prussia."’^ 

On Januar)’- 14, the Austro-Prussian motion for the occupation 
of Schleswig as material pledge for the fulfilment bj’ Denmark of 
the obligations of 1851-1852 was rejected by the Diet. There- 
upon, the Austrian and Prussian representatives announced that 
their governments intended to act on their own account. On 

For details of the ncgoti.itions which led up to this agreement, cf. von 
Sybel, Die Begrundung dcs deul\ilii’; Kci!’'r\. IIT, pp 207-214 and licngelmUller, 
“Graf Alois Karolyi” in Z>cM/.tc/jc tJccHC, Juh 1Q15, pp 7885. According to Fiied- 
jung, Der Kanipf urn die V orhcrrsihafi in DeuisJdand, 1 , p So, the agreement was 
reached on January 16. Because of the ditliiulti with legard to Article V, the 
actual signature did not take pt.icc until Jaiiu.iu 17, 12 ,10 P. 51 . Karolyi to 
Rechberg, No. 8 A-B, January 17, 1.^84. Rechheig tclegiaphed to Karolyi at 7:45 
P. M. on January 16 authoiizing him to sign the ,igi cement and stating that Austiia 
had no objection to dating it January 16 fX lenna .Xrchic cs) 'I'lic other points 
had been accepted some days before so that the ultimatum to Denmark could b? 
ordered as soon as the report of the action of the Diet was leceivcd. 
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January i6, the Ministers of the two Powers at Copenhagen 
presented an ultimatum demanding the withdrawal of the 
November Constitution within forty-eight hours. The reply 
was a refusal; diplomatic relations were broken off. In spite of 
the presence of the Federal army the Austro-Prussian forces 
which had been gathered in readiness, marched into Holstein 
and advanced towards the frontier of Schleswig. On the morning 
of February i, the allied troops began to cross the Eider into 
Schleswig. 


VI 

The Austrian and Prussian governments were acting in the 
closest harmony but their ultimate aims were very different. 
The national excitement in Germany made it impossible for 
Francis Joseph, who regarded himself as the first among the 
German princes, to stand aside when a German interest was at 
stake. Rechberg, who was directing Austrian policy, wished to 
see the Schleswig-Holstein question settled with as little change 
in existing arrangements as possible and Austria’s objective 
remained the consolidation of the Danish Monarchy on a con- 
servative basis. 

It was necessary to give some satisfaction to German public 
opinion but it was hoped that this could be limited to the restora- 
tion of the old real union of Schleswig and Holstein, leaving thpm 
united in personal union with the crown of Denmark under the 
beneficent sgis of the Treaty of London. National movements, 
whether Danish or German were not in favor at Vienna. Schmer- 
ling, advised that the Prince of Augustenburg should not be too 
sharply rejected and that Austria should not give up her co- 
operation with the ‘Middle States’ but Francis Joseph had been 
convinced by the failure of the Congress of Princes at Frankfurt 
that Schmerling’s German policy was impossible. For the timp 
being, Rechberg ’s policy in foreign affairs held the emperor’s 
confidence.*® Rechberg, to be sure, was a little suspicious that 

Friedjung, Der Kampf um die Vorherrschaft in Deutschland, I, pp. 74 £; 
Redlich, Das osterreichische Reichs- tind Staatsproblem, II, p. 384. 
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Bismarck still had unrevealed, ulterior aims. He told the 
Hessian minister at Vienna that he would not permit Prussia to 
annex the duchies and even spoke of the alliance with Prussia as 
“merely ephemeral.” Pie expressed some doubt as to whether, 
in a conflict with a non-German Power, Austria would have 
Prussia as an ally, though he was rather scornful of the lesser 
German states and preferred the conservative policy of co- 
operation with Prussia on the basis of respect for existing treaties.*' 
Prussia, however, was in a position to profit by a change in the 
status quo. Even if King William were proof against the tempta- 
tion of the annexation of the duchies to Prussia, a German 
duchy of Schleswig-Holstein would, from its very geographical 
location, be in Prussia’s sphere of influence. The Prussian 
sovereign had little to fear from the application of the principle 
of nationality. He was eager for the abandonment of the Treaty 
of London and of the integrity of the Danish Monarchy. So was 
his Minister President.*® But Bismarck, unlike his master, was 
convinced that the time had not yet come and that, if it were to 
come at all, the situation must be carefulty prepared. The 
struggle was a hard one and at first Bismarck could obtain from 
Eling William merely the concession that Prussia would not 
declare herself free from her treaty obligations until the November 
Constitution went formally into effect on January i, 1864. Even 
for that he had to use the threat of resignation.*’ The King, who 
urgently felt the need of Bismarck’s support for his internal 
policy and who was more and more upset by the revolutionary 
aspect which the Augustenburg agitation was taking on, was 
held to his minister’s policy of caution.** 

E. Vogt, Die hessische Politik in der Zeit der Rcichsgrundung, (. 1863 - 1871 ), 
pp. 20 f; Friedjung, Der Kampf urn die Vorhcirscliaft in Deutschland, I, pp. 74 f; 
Redlich, Das osterreichische Reichs- und Staatsproblem, 11 , pp. 767 f. 

•* Aus dent Leben Theodor von Bernhardis, V, p. 193; Von Sybcl to Robert von 
Mohl, December 4, 1863, in Heyderhoff and Wenlzcke, Dciilscher Liberalismus im 
Zeiialter Bismarcks, I, p. 193. 

Cf. Anhang za den Gedanken und Erinnermigen von Olio Ftirst von Bismarck, 

I, pp. 86 f. 

Cf. Kaiser Wilhelms I. Briefe an seine Schwester Alexandrine und deren 
Sohn Grossherzog Friedrich Franz II, No. 60. 
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The King’s attitude was very useful to Bismarck, however, 
in forcing the Austrian policy to adopt the modifications he 
wished to impose on it. To Coimt Karolyi, the Austrian minister 
at Berlin, Bismarck appeared as the best support of the Treaty 
of London.®* If the compromises to which he won the King were 
not accepted by Vienna, Bismarck would fall from power and 
the consequences for Austria might be disastrous.®® 

Although to the Austrian minister, Bismarck appeared in 
agreement with Austrian policy, to King William he represented 
himself as differing mainly in method. Even after the first of 
January, he argued against immediate denunciation of the 
Treaty of London. Such action, he insisted, would be in the 
interest not of Prussia but of the Augustenburg succession. He 
disputed the right of the Diet at Frankfurt to give the decision 
in a succession question and claimed that the rights of the 
Augustenburg House applied only to portions of Holstein. If 
Prussia denounced the Treaty of 1852, Austria would abandon 
her and leave her, single-handed, to face a conflict with the other 
signatory Powers. It would, therefore, be advisable to follow 
the path indicated by the Austro-Prussian motion for the 
occupation of Schleswig and to keep in mind as the “provisional ’ ’ 
aim of Prussian policy the personal union of the united duchies 
with Denmark and the establishment of Rendsburg as a Federal 
fortress. Faced by the unanimous opinion of the ministry, the 
King decided, “for weighty reasons of expediency,’’ not to yield 
to the ardent advice of the Crown Prince and to his own personal 
desire for immediate denunciation of the Treaty of London and 
support of the Augustenburg claims. He insisted, however, that 
if the occupation of Schleswig led to war with Denmark, the aim 
of his policy should be no longer the program of 1852 but the 

“ Karolyi to Rechberg, No. 7B, January 16, 1864, (Vienna Archives). 

® Rechberg had much less confidence in a “ministry of the left,” than he did 
in Bismarck. Cf. his opinion expressed in a council on May 19, 1863, in Redlich, 
Das oslerreichiscke Reiclis- und Staatsproblem, II, pp. 767 f. Bismarck recognized 
the hold that this gave him. Cf his letter to Goltz, Bismarck, Die Gedanken und 
Erinnerungen, II, p. 3, and his remarks to Hohenthal, the Saxon htinisler in Hessell, 
Kdnig Albert von Sachsen als Kronprins, II, p. 164. 
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complete separation of the duchies from Denmark and their 
annexation to Germany.®’ 

Bismarck had already made up his mind that the result of 
the war should be the annexation of the duchies not to Germany 
but to Prussia. On New Year’s eve, in the intimacy of the 
family circle, he disclosed his real policy. “The ‘up ewig unge- 
deelt’®'* must some day be Prussian. That is the goal toward 
which I am steering; whether T reach it rests in God’s hands. 
But I could not take the responsibility for letting Prussian 
blood be shed just to create a new ‘middle state’ which would 
always vole with the others against us in the Diet.”®® 

It was apparently not until a council meeting on February 3, 
however, after hostilities had actually commenced, that Bismarck 
revealed his secret to the King. In discussing the draft of an 
Austro-Prussian identic note to England, His Majesty objected 
to the phrase that Prussia, in proceeding with the occupation of 
Schleswig, did not have the intention of abandoning the principle 
of the integrity of the Danish Monarchy. Bismarck replied 
that. out of regard for Austria.it would be impossible to make last 
minute changes but that he would never ha\-c recommended the 
draft if he had been of the opinion that by it Prussia was per- 
manentl}’ and definitely bound to maintain the integrity of the 
Danish Monarchy. He nas far from wanting to maintain that 
integrity. He looked, rather, to the union of the duchies of 
Schleswig and Holstein with the Prussian monarchy as the 
ultimate goal of the warlike operations that had just begun. He 
had often expressed the opinion that the present hostilities would 
probably lead to a general European war. If, as was to be 
hoped, Prussia was successful. Schleswig and Holstein must be 
kept in mind as suitable compensation. He must, therefore, 
stand definitely against favoring the Augustenburg claims which 
would place a permanent obstacle in the way of the acquisition 

^ Protocols of the Crown Councils of January 2 and ,5, 1S64. Stern, Ges- 
chichte Europai, IX, pp. 582 IT. Cf. J.inacn-S.imwci, SJilcnoig-IIohtei}!^ Befreiting, 
p. T93- 

Schleswig-Holstein. 

Keudell, Furst und Furslin Bismarck, p. 140. 
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of those lands by Prussia and would materially strengthen the 
‘Middle State’ group in Germany, which was necessarily hostile 
to the development of the Prussian state. If the complications 
led to a breach with England, France would probably offer 
Prussia an alliance and, in case this were refused, come to an 
understanding with England. If Prussia had to face such dangers, 
the establishment of the Augustenburg dynasty in the duchies 
would not be a satisfactory equivalent. King William finally 
accepted the proposed note as recommended but what the 
Minister President had set forth as the object of the war, he 
wrote on the margin of the protocol of the council proceedings, 
was not the only aim of Prussian policy but merely one of the 
possible eventualities.®® Prussian policy, like Austrian, continued 

“ Protocol of the council of February 3, 1864, No. 53. Through the kindness 
of the Prussian Ministry, I was permitted to consult the original protocols in the 
archives of the Ministry of State. The pertinent sections have since been published 
in Stern, Gescliichle Europas, IX, pp. 582-586. It is difficult to reconcile some of 
the details of Bismarck’s testimony with the evidence of the protocols. In the 
Gedanken mi Erinnerungen, II, pp. 8f., Bismarck says: “Die Abstufungen, welche 
in der danischen Frage erreichbar erschienen und deren jede fUr die Herzogthiimer 
einen Fortschritt zum Bessem im Vergleich mit dem vorhandenen Zustande be- 
deutete, gipfelten m. E. in Erwerbung der Herzogthiimer fur Preussen, wie ich 
sofort nach dem Tode Friedrichs VII in einen Conseil ausgesprochen habe. Ich 
eriiuierte den KSnig daran, dass jeder seiner nacbsten Vorfahren — selbst seinen 
Bruder nicht ausgenommen — fiir den Staat einen Zuwachs gewonnen habe, Fried- 
rich Wilhelm IV. Hohenzollern und das Jahdegebiet, Friedrich Wilhelm II. Polen, 
Friedrich II. Schlesien, Friedrich Wilhelm I. Altvorpommem, der Grosse Kur- 
fiirst Hinterpommern und Magdeburg, Minden u. s. w., und ermunterte ihn, ein 
Gleiches zu thun. In dem ProtokoUc iehlte diese meine Aeusserung. Der Geh. 
Rath. Costenoble, der die Protokolle zu fiibren hatte, sagte, von mir zur Rede 
gestellt, der Konig hiitte gemeint, es wurde mir lieber sein, wenn meine Auslassun- 
gen nicht protokollarisch festgelegt wiirden; Seine Majestat schien geglaubt zu 
haben, dass ich unter bacchischen Eindriicken eines Friihstucks gesprochen hatte 
und froh sein wiirde, nichts welter davon zu hbren. Ich bestand aber auf der Ein- 
schaltung, die auch erfolgte. Der Kronprinz hatte wahrend ich sprach, die Hhnde 
zum Himmel erhohen, als wenn er an meinen gesunden Sinnen zweifelte; meine 
Collegen verhielten sich schweigend.” A number of parallel versions have been 
printed and analyzed by Pahncke, Die Parallel-Er^aMnngen Bisntarcks zu seinen 
Gedanken und Erinnerungen, pp. noil. Bismarck, op. cit., II, p. ii, dates this 
council in December; Keudell and others think that Bismarck is referring to the 
Council of January 2 and 3, 1864; Keudell, Eiirst und Fiirstin Bismarck, pp. 1421. 
and note. It is difficult to maintain this date as against the clear evidence of the 
protocols. On the other hand, Bismarck states that the Crown Prince was present 
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on the basis of respect for the Treaty of London, but it was so 
shaped that it could lead to the abrogation of that treaty. 

at the council meeting. According to Philippson, Kaiser Friedrich III, p. 142, the 
Prince joined army headquarters on January 31. He was present, however, at the 
meeting on January 29, of which that of February 3 was a continuation and it is 
possible that on that occasion, Bismarck began the disclosure of his aims. In a 
letter to Bismarck on April r?, 1864, (Phillippson, op. cit., p. 132), Frederick 
William wrote: “ . . .wenn ich nicht etwa aus einigen Andeutungen auf gewisse 
Hintergedanken schliessen soil, die maim Ihnen beilegt, und mit denen allerdings 
manche Ihrer friiheren Aeusserungen, namentlich in den letzten Konseils, denen 
ich vor meinen Abgang zur Armee beiwohnte ubereinstimmen scheinen. Ueber 
diese Hintergedanken einer preussischen Vergrosserungspolitik. ...” If the Crown 
Prince had actually heard the speech Bismarck says he made, or if he had seen the 
protocol of the meeting of February 3, his letter to Bismarck would hardly have 
referred to Bismarck’s intentions in such indefinite terms. The protocol does not, 
to be sure, contain Bismarck’s historical summary but it does report the main 
points and arguments and is not, of course, intended to be a verbatim report. On 
the basis of the protocols, I agree with Stem that it was probably on February 3 
that Bismarck disclosed his policy to the King. R. Stemfeld, “Der Preussische 
Kronrat von 2/3 Jan. 1864” in Hislorische Zeitschrifi, CXXXI, pp. 72-80 dissents 
from Stem’s opinion. The Crown Prince’s diary throws little new light on this 
problem. The entries for January 2, 3, 4, 6, 29, tend to confirm Stem’s view; that 
for April r6, Stemfeld’s. Kaiser Friedrich HI., TagehUcher von 1848 - 1866 , pp. 
231^,236,334. 



CHAPTER rV 


THE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION ON THE EVE OF 

THE WAR 

I 

In 1848-1850, Denmark had been rescued from the attacks of 
Germany by the intervention of Great Britain and Russia. In 
1864, no effective intervention took place, notwithstanding the 
fact that, in the meantime, in 1852, the Powers had recognized 
by formal treaty the importance of the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy as an element of the European Balance of Power. 
This difference in the attitude of the Powers was due to changes 
in the general international situation which Bismarck knew how 
to exploit in masterly fashion. 

During the summer of 1863, the international situation had 
been favorable to Denmark. The two German Great Powers 
were divided. Austria was grouped with Denmark’s friends, 
France and Great Britain. Prussia stood with Russia, which, 
while not as friendly to Denmark as in the past, was interested 
in the maintenance of the status qua. At the end of the year and 
throughout the war, the grouping of the Great Powers favored 
Prussia. Austria, Russia, and Great Britain were suspicious of 
France. Outwardly, Prussia stood with this group but her 
relations with France were cordial and confidential. France was 
cool to Great Britain and almost hostile to Austria. In opposition 
to France, Great Britain stood with the Eastern Powers; in the 
Danish question, she was isolated. 

This grouping had begun to form as a result of the failure of 
Austria and Great Britain to support Napoleon’s policy in the 
Polish question to the limit; it was crystallized by Napoleon’s 
Congress proposal at the beginning of November 1863. 
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II 

In November and December 1863, the foreign policy of 
France was based on the Emperor’s proposal of a great Congress 
of Sovereigns of Europe meeting at Paris “to settle the present 
and to secure the future. ’ Such a congress was an old element 
in Napoleon’s ideology,- but while both before and after 1863, he 
attempted to bring about congresses, it was more for the preven- 
tion of imminent wars than for the general application of the 
idees Napoleoniennes to the map of Europe. None of these 
congresses ever met, yet this proposal of November 1863 exercised 
an influence on the grouping of the Powers and on succeeding 
events that raises its importance far above that of any of the 
other proposed congresses. 

Of course, to a certain extent Napoleon’s “coup de thedtre” 
of November 5, 1863, was an attempt to escape from the impasse 
to which his Polish policy had brought him. Yet at times he 
seems to have believed sincerely that the opportunity had come 
for a peaceful and permanent settlement of the questions which 
were troubling Europe. As in so much of Napoleon’s foreign 
policy there was in this plan a curious mixture of Utopia and 
Machiavelli, and at first, at least, the former seems to have 
predominated. As Prince hlettcmich, the Austrian ambassador, 
expressed it: “He has placed himself upon a pedestal, on which 
he admires himself and on the base of which he has inscribed 
‘raprochement de ma dynastic avee les autres — entente amicale — 
et imparlialite poussec jusqu'a Vabncgalion' Lord Cowley, 
the British ambassador wrote later that it would be unfair to 
doubt that Napoleon really believed in the success of the Con- 
gress^ and Lord Dufferin, who visited the Emperor at Compifigne 
wrote that Napoleon ’s predominant feeling was astonishment at 

' Archines diplomaliqties, (1863), IV, p. 188. 

“ Cf. F. A. Simpson, Laiiis Napoleon and the Recovery of France, IS4S-I8B6, 
p. 41 - 

’ Mettemich to Rechberg, No. 49 A-B., November 17, 1863, (Vienna Ar- 
chives). 

* Cowley to Russell, No. 1160, Most confidential, Paris, December 15, 1863, 
(Record Office, London). 
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the mistrust of him in England, “real bona fide surprise; 

None of those about him whom we imagine he most trusts seem 
really in possession of what the French call ‘le fond de sa pensee, ’ 
and I confess I could not feel certain whether the regret he 
expressed at our rejection of his Congress was real or assumed. 
The Frenchmen I talked to seemed to consider his design had 
been serious and had not yet recovered their astonishment at 
discovering he was in earnest, for they had at first imagined it 
had been simply a parade to cover his retreat from the Polish 
difficulty. ’ The other Powers, however, had little confidence in 
Napoleon’s impartiality or abnegation. Their indignation and 
alarm, especially at the statement that “the treaties of 1815 
have ceased to exist ’ ’ led to an exchange of views as to how the 
Congress could be averted.® As the Power which could least 

‘ Dufferin to the Duke of Argyll, December 20, 1863, Lyall, Dttfferin, I, 

135-139- 

• “Le Comte de Bernstorfi me tflfgraphie: ‘J’apprends de source certaine et 
tr£s confidentielle que la Reine. . .trouve la demarche fort impertinente.’ Le 
Baron Werther t€l£graphie; ‘Le Comte de Rechberg craint le Congris dont il 
dfeapprouve le prindpe, esp€rant que le projet en £cbouera devant un refus de 
I’Angleterre Copy of draft telegram, Bismarck to Redern, No. 427, Nov- 

ember 7, 1863. Gorchakov seems not to have been averse to the idea. “I.e Prince 
Gortchakoff m 'assure qu’aucune entente, pas m6me un £change d’id£es n’avait eu 
lieu entre la France et la Russie au sujet du Congris. Toutefois le Vice-Chancelier 
m’a donn£ fl entendre trSs confidentieUement, que la Russie, ayant d£jk au mois 
d’Avril dernier mis en avant l’id£e d’un congr£s, qui aurait k examiner I’ensemble 
de la situation politique, ne saurait s 'y opposer aujourd 'hui. ' ’ Redem to Bismarck, 
telegram No. 1 2g. November ii, 1863. 3:30 P.M. When the telegraphic report 
of Napoleon’s speech reached him, Gorchakov was “bei einer Partie Whist mit den- 
jenigen intimen Peisonen, welche stets seine Abendgesellschaft bilden. Durch 
eine jener Personen, erfahre ich dass der Furst bei dem Lesen jener Depesche sehr 
unverhohlen seine Freude uber die Congress Vorschlage mit den Worten: ‘ Je m’y 
associe de grand coeur’ ausgesprochen und mehreremale hervorgehoben hat wie 
gelegenundgenehmihmderselbesei.” Redem to Bismarck. No. 130. November 
12, 1863. Vcrtraulich. Tsar Alexander, however, exclaimed: “Der Streich ist 
doch zu stark.” Ausszug. Aeussemng Sr. Majestat des Raisers von Russland 
gegen den Oberst u. Flugeladjutanten Freiherm von Loen. November 16, 1863. 
(Berlin Archives). Russell’s first impression was not unfavorable, but Palmerston 
seems to have opposed it from the beginning. “ . . . .My own impression is that 
Congress is practicable, but that they must soon arrive at the question of War or 
no War. Is it easier to take that question in a Congress or by common diplomatic 

means? ” Draft telegram, Russell to Cowley, sent November 7, 1863, 2:30 

A. M., (Record Office, London). Cf. Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 236 £f. 
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easily be affected materially by Napoleon’s resentment, the 
decisive rejection was left to Great Britain and Earl Russell’s 
note of November 25, made the Congress impossible. 

The flat refusal, and especially the fact that it was published in 
London before it was received by the French government,^ was 
felt by Napoleon to have been a bitter insult. It increased the 
coolness between the two governments with serious consequences 
for the Schleswig-Holstein question. 

The congress proposal accelerated the change in the grouping 
of the Great Powers which had begun with the failure of the 
diplomatic campaign in the Polish question. Napoleon turned 
away from Great Britain and Austria, and towards Prussia and 
Russia. As it became clearer that a general understanding of the 
Powers was impossible, he devoted his efforts to the formation of 
a system of alliances for France. 

Ill 

As early as June 8, 1S63, Napoleon III seems to have been 
ready to restore the confidential relations with Prussia which 
had been disturbed by Bismarck’s support of Russia in the 
Polish question* and at the end of August, Count Goltz, the 
Prussian ambassador at Paris wrote to Bismarck that he and 
“Caesar” were “one heart and one soul.”* In the first weeks of 
November, the question of a Franco-Prussian entente was again 
taken up. 

In his first conversation with Count Goltz about Napoleon’s 
speech from the throne, Drouyn de Lhuys, Napoleon’s minister 
for foreign affairs, hinted at a desire to cooperate with Prussia 
at the Congress, or even if the Congress did not meet. “As far 
as Prussia in particular is concerned, ’ ’ he said, “ .... it seems 
that our proposition is of a nature to facilitate your escape from 

’ It appeared in the Gazette on November 27, but was not read to Drouyn de 
Lhuys by Lord Cowley until November 28. 

® Cf. Prince Henry VII of Reuss’s notes of his interesting conversation with 
Napoleon, Fontainebleau, June 8, 1863. H. Oncken, Die RheinpoUlik Kaiser 
Napoleons HI, I, pp. 17-21. 

* Paris, 3r August 1863, Kohl, Bismarck Jahrbuch, V, p. 2ig. 
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the difficiilties against which you are struggling in the interior 
and in Germany. Beyond that it could serve us to make closer 
our relations, which have never been bad, but which have been 
chilled because we have been discussing the question of Poland 
alone, on which question we are not in agreement. You will 
recall that I have several times expressed the desire of doing 
something with you; perhaps the moment has arrived. . . . A 

few days later, he spoke more definitely: “ if Russia and 

Prussia, or even Prussia alone and some of the second rate Powers 
consented to join with us, their deliberation could lead to impor- 
tant results. ’ ’ll 

For Bismarck’s policy, the break-up of the Anglo-Austrian- 
French entente, and especially the coolness between France and 
Austria which the congress proposal called forth, was of ines- 
timable value, and he hastened to express to the French ambas- 
sador, his personal agreement with the idea of the Congress. 
The action of France in the Polish question had, to be sure, 
given the Prussian government cause for anxiety and had 
disturbed the pleasant impressions which the King had brought 
back from his visit to Compiegne in i86i. Bismarck hoped, 
however, that full confidence would soon be restored as he, 
personally, had complete confidence in the frankness and amicable 
intentions of the Emperor.i^ 

King William, who received Napoleon’s invitation from the 
hands of the French ambassador on November 13, expressed his 

10 “Pour ce qui concerne en particulier la Prusse. . .U me semble que notre 
proposition soit de nature a vous faciliter de sortir des difficulty contre lesquelles 
vous luttez a I’intSrieure et en Allemagne. Elle pourra en outre, nous servir a 
reserrer no relations, qui n’ont jamais £ty mauvaises, mais qui cependant avaient 
€ty refroidies parceque nous ne discutions que la question de Pologne seule, sur 
laquelle nous n’€tions pas d’accord. Vous vous rappelerez que je vous ai plusieurs 
fois ezprimS le dyir de faire quelque chose ensemble avec vous; peut-£tre que ce 
moment est arriv£. . . ” Goltz to Bismarck, No. 306, November 8, 1863. Con- 
fidentielle, (Berlin Archives). Sybel, "Napol6on III", in Kleine historische 
Sehriften, III, pp. 60s f- 

u Goltz to Bismarck, No, 311, confidential, Paris, November 14, 1863, 
(Berlin Archives). 

Bismarck to Goltz, November 8, 1863. Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, 
IV, No. ISO. 
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agreement with the Congress in principle and merely suggested 
that a preliminary agreement of the Great Powers and a meeting 
of the chief ministers instead of the Sovereigns would be more 
expedient. The treaties of 1815 in so far as they had not been 
modified by treaty, he regarded as still in full force. His formal 
reply maintained these points of view.*® The suggested modi- 
fications, of course, would have deprived the Congress of part of 
the glamor with which Napoleon desired to surround it, but the 
cordial tone of the King’s letter and especially the mention of 
his visit in Compiegne made Napoleon regard it as the most 
satisfactory of the replies from the Great Powers.*^ 

The death of the King of Denmark and the consequent 
development of the Schleswig-Holstein question offered the 
French government not only a useful illustration of the need for 
a Congress but also a definite point of rapprochement with 
Prussia. “Acceptance of the Congress promptly and without 
reservations,” said Drouyn de Lhuys on November 16 to Count 
Moltke-Hvitfeldt the Danish minister, “will be very desirable. 
It will be pleasing to the Emperor and will be a happy inaugura- 
tion of the relations between his Majesty and King Christian. 
If the Congress meets . . . , your question will be discussed and 
you may be sure of our support.”*® “We regret sincerely the 
death of the King”, Drouyn de Lhuys telegraphed that evening 
to the French minister at Copenhagen. “Say to King Christian 
that the best way of inaugurating his relations with the Emperor 
would be to accept without delay, and without hesitation, the 
invitation of his Majesty. Before Germany, Denmark loses her 
case; before Europe, she may win it. Her interest then, is to 
refer it to a European Congress. ’ ’** And again on November 26, 

“ Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 153; Das Staatsarchiv, V, No. 

97S- 

** Goltz to Bismarck, No. 322, Compifegne, November 23, 1863; confidential, 
(Berlin Archives); Metternich to Rechberg, No. S4-B> November 27, 1863, (Vienna 
Archives). 

** Moltke-Hvitfeldt to Hall, telegram, November 16, 1863, (Copenhagen 
Archives). 

Drouyn de Lhuys to Dotfizac, telegram, Paris, November rfi, 1863, 6 p. m. 
(Paris Archives). 
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Count Moltke-Hvitfeldt found that the French minister showed 
the “same sympathetic disposition to our cause, which he has 
always evidenced and the sincerity of which I cannot doubt. 
But’ he found it necessary to add, “lam not the only one who 
is satisfied with the attitude of the imperial Government... 
Count Goltz had had a long conversation with the Emperor on 
our question and has told several people that he has every reason 
to be contented with the way in which His Majesty has expressed 
himself ’ 

If the Danish minister had known what Drouyn de Lhuys and 
Napoleon had been saying to Count Goltz, he would have been 
anything but convinced of the sincerity of their dispositions 
towards Denmark. The Prussian ambassador, too, had seen 
Drouyn de Lhuys on November 22 and had given his personal 
opinion of the various phases of the conflict. The French minister 
did not at this time take up Goltz ’s remarks that France had less 
interest than any of the other Great Powers in the maintenance 
of the order of succession established by the Treaty of London, 
that this question offered France an opportunity to show at the 
same time her sympathy for a national cause and her respect for 
old established rights, and that the plan for a Scandinavian 
Union could be realized only after the separation of the German 
territories from Denmark. He answered briefly that while, on 
the one hand, France could not arbitrarily declare herself free 
from the obligations of a treaty which had been signed but 
twelve years before, yet, on the other hand, great weight ought 
to be laid on the wishes of the German nation and, if the Congress 
met, France would make a sincere effort to pay due respect to 
both points of view. 

Later in the day, when Count Goltz presented the King’s 
letter to Napoleon at Compiegne, where he was the Emperor’s 
guest, the latter spoke plainly of his desire for an entente with 
Prussia. ‘ ‘ I have nothing to demand from you, but you cannot 
conceal from yourselves the fact that you cannot continue in your 
present situation. Prussia is surrounded by a crowd of small 

Moltkc-Hvitfeldt to Hall, November 23 and November 26, 1863, (Copen- 
hagen Archives). 
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states which hamper its action without adding to its strength. I 
had hoped that the meeting of the Sovereigns would give the 
opportunity of establishing an understanding between us on this 
as well as on the other great questions. ’ 

The next day Goltz brought Drou)m de Lhuys a copy of 
Bismarck’s circular of November 20,“ and after a perfunctory 
discussion of the dispatch spoke of the division of Schleswig 
according to nationalities, leaving the Danish part uncondi- 
tionally to the Kingdom, as a solution which might now be 
acceptable to Germany. In reply to this Drou3m de Lhuys 
expressed the opinion that if such a separation according to 
nationalities, especially in view of the possibility of a closer 
union of the Scandinavian lands, were to be put through the 
Congress, it would be better not to create a new small duchy out 
of the German section, but to give this territory to Prussia,^ 
which would administer it well and would probably know how 
to make it of use for increasing her maritime power. ’ ’ When he 
hinted at compensation, Goltz answered that Prussia had no 
provinces to give away, whereupon Drouyn de Lhuys hastened 
to remark that he was not thinking of territorial cessions. Com- 
pensation could mean perhaps a money indemnity to Denmark, 
giving the Duke of Augustenburg a distinguished position in 
Prussia, or services to other Powers in other questions. ’ 

Goltz to King William, CompiSgne, November 23, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 
See Appendix IV. Sybel, III, p. 1O7, erroneously places the conversation on Nov- 
ember 23. Brandenburg, Untersuchungen und Aktensliicke ztir Gcschichte der Reichs- 
griindung, p. 400, says: “Daher suchte Napoleon gleich nach dem Tode des 
danischen Konigs in der Frage der Herzogthumer Fuhlung mit Freussen zu gewinnen 
und eine gemeinsame Aktion aller deutschen Staaten zu hintertreiben.” Rather, 
the death of the King of Denmark occurred while Napoleon was seeking closer 
relations with Prussia. 

” Cf. Bismarck, Die gesammelien Werke, IV, No. iGi. 

“ In conversation with Talleyrand, on November i8, Bismarck had shown 
his opposition to the Augustenburg claims. “Pour la Prusse,” m’a dit M. de 
Bismarck, “je prGKre le Roi de Danemark a Kiel et a Altona, qu’un Due de Hols- 
tein, qui, par peur de notre voisinage se croira oblige, comme tant d ’autres Princes 

de nous faire de I’opposition a Franefort ” Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, 

No. 116, November ig, 1863. Marked: “Cabinet 21 Novembre 1863.” (Paris 
Archives). 

“ Goltz to Bismarck No. 34, Compiigne, November 23, 1863, (Berlin Ax- 
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After dinner on the evening of November 24, Goltz had a final 
chat with Napoleon. In the Schleswig-Holstein question, the 
Emperor declared that, while his s)mipathies were on the side of 
nationality, he would remain neutral. The conflict, however, 
showed clearly the need for the Congress. He was, he said, 
completely satisfied with the King of Prussia’s letter and was 
sincerely grateful for it, but he had little hope, in view of the 
attitude of most of the Great Powers, that the meeting would 
produce any important results. It remained for him to take 
into consideration the forming of new alliances and he wished 
one with Prussia.^^ Goltz welcomed the idea put implied that 
the time was not yet ripe. “Agreement in almost all European 
questions — from which I except only the Polish — ^will of itself 
lead to this goal. It is a question of time, I might say a question 
of temperament: one of us wants to steer directly towards it, the 
other believes that the object can be more surely attained by a 
cautious attitude and a gradual rapprochement. ’ ’ He noted with 
delight, however, that Napoleon not only did not rebut his 
statement that on the basis of its present policy France could 
ally itself with England,^’ Russia, or Prussia, but never with 
Austria, but also agreed with the statement that as the existence 
of Austria rested only on treaties, that Power could not tolerate 
a policy based on the principle of nationality.®^ 

After the British rejection of the Congress, Napoleon in- 
creased his efforts to bring about an alliance with Russia and 
Prussia. To Goltz, Drouyn de Lhuys expressed himself as well 
satisfied with the Russian reply to Napoleon’s invitation and 
pretended that the position of France was better than before the 
Congress proposal.®* France had shown her pacific and conciliat- 
ory tendencies and she had been able to ascertain which powers 

chives). Sybel, III, p. 167, makes no distinction between the two separate conver- 
sations. The chronology in Goltz’s dispatch is, however, perfectly clear. 

“ Hierauf bliehe vorzugsweise die Bildung eines Allianz-Systems ins Auge zu 
fassen und ein solches wiirde er wiinschen mlt Preussen einzugehen. 

“ This was before the publication of Russell ’s note on the Congress. 

Goltz to Bismarck, No. 323, Compiegne, November 24, 1863 (Berlin Archives). 

“ Goltz to Bismarck, telegram. No. 325, November 28, 1863; 5:10 P. M. 
(Berlin Archives) 
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had views coinciding with hers. “If you now have something to 
whisper in our ears, we shall listen to you attentively. If we on 
the other hand wish an understanding with you on any question 
we shall not hesitate to tell you so. ’ Baron Budberg ’s audience 
to present the Tsar’s letter to Napoleon occurred on November 
30 and in general had a stormier course than that of Goltz on 
November 22 N But to Budberg Napoleon spoke as he had to 
Goltz of a new system of alliances; that he had attempted an 
alliance with England and Austria which had failed and that he 
now desired to revert to a combination which he had always 
preferred — an alliance between France, Russia, and Prussia.®* 
Napoleon suggested that it would not be incompatible with 
Russian interests to grant Poland independence and to take 
Eastern Galicia or the Danubian Principalities in exchange. 
Budberg, however, declared that on this question there was no 
possibility of agreement and he left the audience with the 
conviction that Napoleon would begin a war in the spring 
probably against Austria.®* 

Goltz believed that the lime had come when it would be 
necessary for Prussia to take a definite position,*” and warned 
his government that if the attitude of the two Great German 
Powers, as foreshadowed by their identic vote of November 28 
at the Diet,*^ should develop into a complete solidarity, Prussia 
would soon take, in the eyes of Napoleon, the position of Austria 
“which now seems to be the object of his first attack.’’ To 
Goltz, the Schleswig-Holstein question more than any other 
seemed suited to vigorous action on the part of the Prussian 
government. He wished to see Prussia place itself at the head of 
the national movement in Germany, lead in this way “the mod- 

Goltz to Bismarck, No. 336, Paris, November 29, 1863, confidential, 
(Berlin Archives). 

” C£. pp. 116 f. 

“ Napier to Russell, No. 825, St Petersburg December 31, 1863, most con- 
fidential (Record Office, London). 

® Goltz to Bismarck, No 327, December r, 1863, most confidential, Appendix 
IV (2), pp. 296 f. 

Goltz to Bismarck December i, 1863, Kobl, Bismarck Jahrbach, V, p. 230. 

“ C£. p. 99 above. 
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erate elements in its own land in a sounder direction, ’ ’ and with 
the middle and small states follow a policy in opposition to 
Austria.^ 

Bismarck, however, preferred the policy of cooperation with 
Austria. He wanted to settle the Schleswig-Holstein question 
not in accordance with National, Liberal methods, but in the 
interests of the conservative, monarchical Prussian policy. ‘ ‘ The 
more sensible and moderate elements, ’ ’ he answered, 

form a constantly diminishing minority in the movement which is sweeping 
through Germany. To attain even a temporary community of action with 
the real leaders of it, I regard as impossible, because incompatible with the 
existence of an orderly state of affairs in Prussia. I believe, therefore, that 
we ought to lay more weight on our alliances with the other Great Powers 
th.m on agreement with the present direction of public opinion, and believe 
rather in directing our policy toward open conflict than toward open alliance 
with the national and revolutionary movement which is preparing. I 
cannot, therefore, advise his Majesty to sacrifice to the impression which 
our conduct may make on the public, any prospects of European alliances.®’ 

It is true, of course, that Napoleon had often spoken in favor 
of the annexation of Schleswig and Holstein to Prussia and that 
in cooperation with France, it might have been easier for Bismarck 
to secure this than by an alliance with Austria, which Power 
he knew would oppose it. On the other hand alliance with 
France might well have been the prelude to a general European 
war, in which Prussia would take the lion’s share of risk. Al- 
liance with Austria and the maintenance of a conservative policy 
and action based on recognized treaty rights, offered the pos- 
sibility of carrying through the war against Denmark without 
serious outside intervention. There was no reason for him to 
trust Napoleon,®’ and it was a safer policy not to antagonize 
Austria, Russia and Great Britain by an open association with 
France. It would still be possible that by skilful diplomacy, he 
could keep Napoleon friendly. “I do not wish,” Bismarck told 

“ Goltz to Bismarck, No. 328, December i, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 

” Bismarck to Goltz, No. 497, December 20, 1863, Bismarck, Die gesammellen 
Werke, IV, No. igi. Cf. Bismarck to Goltz, December 24, 1863. Kohl, Bismarck 
Jahrhuch, V, pp. 232-233; Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, II, pp. 1-8. 

” Bismarck’s marginalia to Goltz’s letter; Bismarck JahrhwhjV,^. 241. 
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the French ambassador that he had said to the King, "to throw 
down the gauntlet into darkness and without knowing who will 
pick it up. I cannot expose myself at one blow to the polite 
observations of France, to the violent recriminations of England, 
to the paternal admonitions of Russia, and, finally, to be coolly 
abandoned by Austria, w'ho may well be tempted to show herself 
moderate at our expense. I shall not, then, take a step without 
her and without her sharing our risks and perils. ’ But even if 
Bismarck, personally, had Avished for the French alliance it would 
have been extremely difficult to bring King William to accept 
it.“ He still looked with horror upon the idea of an alliance with 
France and wished sincerely to remain on good terms with 
Francis Joseph. 

To keep on good terms with all the Great Powers was not easy, 
but Bismarck succeeded in doing it. The possibility which it 
afforded him of balancing betw^een France on the one hand and 
England, Russia and Austria on the other and of swinging easily 
from side to side was of great value in carrying out his policy. 

The French proposal of a Congress to be held in Paris even 
without the participation of Great Britain, which was commu- 
nicated to the Powers by a circular dispatch of Drouyn de Lhuys 
on December 8 ,” gave Bismarck an opportunity to consolidate 

“ Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 125, December ii, 1863, (Paris 
Archives). 

“ Bismarck’s statement: “Da ich aus Eurer Majestat allerhbchster Rand- 
bemerkung zu meinem gestrigen Schreiben in BetreQ des franzosischen Vorschlage 
von Neuem ersehe, dass Allerhbchstdiessclben nach wie vor die bestehenden guten 
Beziehungen zu England, Russland und Oestrcich erhalten wollen, und dass der 
Gedanke einer franzosischen Allianz Eurer Majestat fern liegt,’’ should not, I 
think, be interpreted as meaning that Bismarck favored such an alliance, but 
merely as holding up before the King the alternative of a policy to which he (the 
King) was fundamentally opposed as a scarecrow to hold him from yielding to the 
Augustenburg influences, which would mean a breach with the other three Powers. 
Anhang zu den Gedanken und Erinnerungen von Otto Fursl von Bismarck, I, p. 94. 
At the head of Goltz’s dispatch of November 24, 1863, (cf. p. ii8 above). King 
W illia m had scrawled: “Was soil es heiss — dass Gf. Goltz immer von einer 
moglichen franzos Preuss-Allianz spricht? Dazu ist er von mir uie autorisirt 
worden!’’ 

Les Archives diplomaliques, (1864), I, p. 79. It is curious to note that 
French writers date this December 18. Les Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 
1870 - 71 , I, p. 2; Muret. “La Politique Frant,aise dans I’affaire des Duchfe,” p. 
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his relations with the other Powers and, at the same time, to 
adopt a more cordial attitude than they towards France.®* He 
took a leading part in establishing an understanding among the 
governments that they would decline a general congress of the 
sovereigns and suggested that instead they agree to accept a 
conference at Paris, to which Great Britain should be invited, to 
deal with the Danish question only. Bismarck had no real 
desire to see even this question settled by a conference but he 
regarded the proposition as a means of cultivating the favorable 
dispositions of Napoleon in the Schleswig-Holstein question and 
of using them as a means of putting pressure on Great Britain. 
As he wrote to the Prussian ambassador at Paris, 

until we can forecast more clearly the form which the relations of the 
Great Powers to each other will take as a result of the conflict with Denmark, 
it will be necessary for us to keep the congress question in flux, to cultivate 
our relations with France on that basis and to employ the favorable dis- 
positions of the Emperor Napoleon as a means of pressure on England and 
its attitude towards Danish afliairs. 

It is in this sense that your Excellency will understand the proposal which 
we have directed to London, Petersburg and Vienna concerning a conference 
on Danish affairs. In spite of the detafled responses which we have received 
from Vienna, Petersburg and London, it is not at all probable that a definite 
declaration of willingness to attend wiO follow quickly; it does not seem to 
me certain that it will follow at all If it should, we would admit to nego- 
tiation only the international side of the German-Danish question, not the 
federal one of Holstein, and would thus retain the final conclusion in our 

own hands Should the conference come to pass, 1 should look upon 

it less as a means of solving the Danish question than as the terrain on which 
the alliances for the presumably impending European war would form 
themselves. That would not exclude our striving at the same time to secure 
the arrangement of the Danish question that would be most favorable to 
the interests of Prussia. 

In the present stage of the congress question, it is for us I repeat, to retain 
our good relations with France and to utilize these where possible against 
the Danophil tendencies of England.’’ 

1 54. Drouyn de Lhuys told the British ambassador that the project was largely 
Napoleon’s personal policy. Cowley to Russell, December is, 1863, No. 1161, 
(Record Office, London) 

” Cf Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, Berlin, December 17, 1863, Appendix 
rV, pp 297 ff. 

" Bismarck to Goltz, December 20, 1863, Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, 
IV, No. 191. 
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Bismarck held up before the British ministers the spectre of a 
new Confederation of the Rhine forming in southern and western 
Germany to force the two Great Powers to adopt the national 
policy against Denmark. To the British ambassador at Berlin, 
Bismarck spoke of the critical condition of Germany, observing 
that Baden was drifting rapidly to revolution. 

He would not be surprised if Austria and Prussia were called upon ere 
long to contend with a new Confederation of the Rhine established under 
the protection of the Emperor of the French, and he asked what support 
Austria and Prussia might expect from England in such an eventuality, 
adding that it might be necessary soon that they should know upon what 
assistance they could calculate, for if Prussia did not see her way clearly in 
her resistance to the democratic influences which were now driving the 
country towards war with Denmark, she might be carried away by the 
stream and the King might yield to the entreaties of those who wish him 
to place himself at the head of the popular movement of the day " 

A few days before, he had telegraphed a similar appeal to the 
Prussian ambassador at London, 

Reports from Paris give rise to the fear that with the complete failure of 
the congress idea, Napoleon is preparing a revolutionary war for next spring, 
to begin by a rising in Galicia. A conference at Paris without England is 
as little adapted to assure peace and is contrary to our [good] relations with 
England. If England wishes peace maintained, would Lord Russell regard 
as a suitable means the participation of England in a conference of ministers 
to be held at Paris on the Danish question alone? The impression of the 
complete flasco of Napoleon’s congress idea would thus be avoided. Ques- 
tions dangerous to the peace of the Great Powers; i. e., Poland, Italy and 
the Eastern Question remain excluded “ 

Goltz’s warning reports from Paris may perhaps have made 
Bismarck believe that there was danger from France in case 
Napoleon’s ideas were not given due consideration. But the 
visit of General Fleury in Berlin on his return trip from Copen- 
hagen gave Bismarck an opportunity to learn more definitely 
from one of the Emperor’s confidential agents what his real 
attitude was. What was perhaps more important, it gave him 
a chance to impress upon Naploeon that his, Bismarck’s, personal 

Buchanan to Russell, December 21, 1S63, No. 264, confidential, (Record 
0 £ 5 cc, London). The conversation took place on December 20. 

Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 186. 
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policy was more in accordance with the former’s views than that 
which he was compelled for the present to adopt, and to dangle 
before the Emperor, brilliant prospects for the future. Goltz, 
who was opposing Bismarck’s policy at this time was not a 
satisfactory channel for confidential communication of this 
nature.^* 

The mission of General Fleury to Copenhagen and Berlin 
presents a good example of the secret, personal diplomacy of 
Napoleon III and of the methods by which Bismarck manipulated 
the Emperor. Ostensibly, General Fleury ’s mission was the 
same as that of the envoys of the other Great Powers: to con- 
gratulate King Christian on his accession and confidentially to 
put pressure on Denmark to fulfill her obligations. But the 
secret object of the mission was to make another attempt to 
secure the combination which Napoleon had been trying to 
bring about: an alliance of France, Prussia and Russia. 

At Copenhagen, General Fleury made overtures to M. d ’Ewers, 
the Russian Envoy, for a better understanding between France 
and Russia,^’ and then went to Berlin to make a last attempt with 
Bismarck.^^ 

® “II [Goltz] s’€chauSe mal i propos,” me dlsait le B®" de Bismarck, “et 
s’ent£te k voir une offense a I’honnevir allemand dans une conference r^unie k 
Paris sur les affaires du Schleswig-Holstein. J ’ai et6 oblige de lui ecrire une lettre 
particuliere, ou je lui donne k entendre qu’il serait impossible k [sic] Ministre des 
Affaires Etranglres de conserver a Paris un ambassadeur qui ne s’idcntifierait pas 
avec sa politique exterieure.” Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, Berlin, December 
22, 1863. No. 131, (Paris Archives). Cf. Bismarck’s well-known letter to Goltz, 
December 24, 1863; Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungen, II, pp. 1-8; Kohl, 
Bismarck Jahrbuch, V, pp. 232-238. 

“I have seen a letter from M. d’Ewers to Prince Gortchakofi marked ‘Se- 
cret’. . .M. d'Ewers states that General Fleury plainly originated overtures for a 

(Note 43 continued on next page). 

“ Fleury, Souvenirs, II, p. 278. The interpretation usually given to the 
phrase “j’fitais munis d ’instructions seerStes pour Berlin, oil je devais tenter un 
dernier effort auprSs de M. de Bismarck’’ in the sense of a last effort to prevent the 
war, seems to me, in spite of the context, untenable, except, perhaps, with the 
saving clause “in order to pave the way for the Congress.’’ It is rather, I think, 
to be interpreted as a last attempt to secure the Prussian alliance; “last” in the 
sense of the last of the series of attempts made during November and December. 
Cf. Frahm, “Die politische Lage helm ausbruch des deutsch-danischen Kiieges,” 
in Bislorische Vieridjahrschrifl, XVI (1913), p. 527. 
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The account of General Fleury’s mission in Berlin as given in 
his memoirs,^® and especially his condensed telegraphic summary 
of his conversation with Bismarck, is tantalizingly unsatisfactory 
in its details. But it fits clearly enough into the story of Franco- 
Prussian negotiations. The first long conversation opened with 
a discussion of the Danish constitution and the situation in 
Copenhagen, but then turned to broader questions. Bismarck 
insisted now that the Congress must be limited to the question 
of the Duchies. A Congress, even one limited to the Powers 
signatory to the Treaty of London, would be impossible if it 
were intended to deal with affairs in general. Prussia and Russia 
would not come any more than would England and Austria. 

‘ ‘ Rather die, ’ ’ said Bismarck, ‘ ‘ than permit discussion of our 
possessions in Posen. I would rather cede our Rhenish pro- 
vinces.”^® 

better understanding between France and Russia. He stated with that confidence 
which characterizes upstart Frenchmen that the national pride of Russia must 
now be satisfied; that although there had been some expressions unacceptable to 
Russia in the Emperor’s speech, full justice had been rendered to Russia in that 
passage in which her services to France were recognized in the question of Savoy and 
Nice; nothing now divided the two Governments; but as the last advantage had 
remained with Russia, it was for her to make the first advances. ‘Let your Em- 
peror,’ said General Fleury, ‘send some [one] in his confidence to Paris. Our 
Sovereign will immediately send some one in his confidence to St. Petersburg — 
myself for instance. We shall then soon come to an understanding. ’ 

“Opposite the passage respecting Savoy and Nice Prince GortchakoS had 
written ‘quel aveuglement dnique.’ 

“M. d’Ewers received the expressions of General Fleury with great caution. 
At the top of the sheet, in the handwriting of the Emperor, I observed ‘1 entirely 

approve the reserve of M. d’Ewers on this occasion’ ’’ Napier to Russell, No. 

828, December 31, 1863, secret and confidential, (Record 0 £Bce, London). 

“ Fleury, Souvenirs, II, ch. LXIV, Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 
1870 - 71 , 1 , No. I. Bismarck’s explanations to the Russian and Austrian ambas- 
sadors cannot, of course, be taken as giving a true picture of what occurred. 

« The dispatches of the French Ambassadors in Berlin have given other ex- 
amples of Bismarck’s use of casual remarks of this nature to suggest to France the 
possibility of territorial gains. E. g.: “Quant moi,” ajouta M. de Bismarck, 
“s’il me fallait opter, je pr£ferais voir la France s’emparer de la Belgique, fitendre 
m£me au delk ses frontihres que la Prusse renoncer aux avantages teriitoriaux que 
lui a fait le partage de la Pologne. ’ ’ Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, February 23, 
1863 (quoted without reference in Ollivier, L’^mpire Ubercd,Yl,p. ii6);December 
i7i 1863, (Paris Archives). 
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But he would do his best to have the interested Powers come 
to the special Congress, which should meet in Paris as a satisfac- 
tion to Napoleon. 

This, he implied, would be the first step toward a future 
Franco-Prussian entente, 

the bridge," by which to make the King pass, who is very fearful of his 
family of princes and princesses, very sentimental toward Austria in the 
German question, still quite on edge about the question of Poland and French 
opinion on that subject. Bismarck himself would lose aU his strength in 
Germany by separating from Austria in the German Question. 

Nothing then possible later, if we do not start with the Danish question. 
Everything will rise from that and the situations will shape themselves. 

As for projects of aggrandisement, of preponderance at the expense of 
Austria, that is understood.''* As for the Rhine frontier, the word has been 
pronounced. Should it be accentuated? 

But to arrange with the King, in fine to form an alliance, there is no other 
chance than the Danish Congress. 

As for Russia, nothing to be done with a crash, as the Emperor thinks. 
The reconciliation ought to come about of itself, by sending another ambas- 
sador in place of Montebello, who no longer has any authority.*® 

" “ . The Russian Minister at Berlin reports the substance of a conversation 
between General Fleury and M, de Bismarck related by the latter. The General, 
in speaking of the proposal for a limited conference of certain powers at Paris on 
the Danish Question alone, observed to M. de Bismarck, ‘This is a golden bridge 
which you raise for England to pass out of her isolation. ’ M. de Bismarck says 
that he did not ‘ take any notice of this remark, but he thought in his heart that the 
bridge was cast rather upon the Seine than upon the Thames. ’ ’ ’ Napier to Russell, 
No. 8i8, December 31, 1863, secret and confidential, (Record Office, London). 

'* On his arrival in Berlin, Fleury found the following telegram from Napo- 
leon: “ Je n’ai pas d’autres instructions a vous donner. Si la Prusse se met k la 
tkte des petits Etats de I’Allemagne, elle prendra sa revanche du congrks de Franc- 
fort; mais pour que nous la soutenions, il faut qu’elle s ’entend avec nous. ’ ' Fleury 
Souvenirs, II, p. aSr. Dohler, Napoleon III uni die deutsch-danische Frage, p. 37, 
regards this as a warning agamst common action with the Middle States. Such an 
interpretation seems to me absurd; the message rather suggests such a course. 
Fleury says, op. cil., II, p. 283. “Sauver le Danemark de la guerre, tout en sou- 
tenant les prftentions d’agrandissement de la Pmsse en Allemagne en ^change des 
concessions promises k la France, telle fitait la politique de I’Empereur.” 

‘ ‘ Comte "Walewski m 'assure tenir de source authentique que G£n£ral Fleury 
aurait rapportfi de Berlin proposition de la Prusse de servir d’interm^dier pour 
ramener I’ancienne intimite avec la Ru^ie et insinuer de servir les intfirkts de 
I’Empereur en Italie s’il consent k laisser la Prusse s’annexer Kiel et les Duchks 
et de donner le Danemarc k la Sukde. L 'Empereur aurait refusk de s 'engager mais 
laissera faire la Prusse pour se donner un droit de compensation. Lord Cowley 
m’en a aussi parlk comme d’une affaire k laquelle poussent le Comte Morny et M. 
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The result was all that Bismarck could have desired. 

“We have done on the side of Denmark all that we could do, ’ ’ 
was Napoleon’s telegraphic reply. “In regard to the congress 
limited to Denmark, answer that you will refer the matter to 
your government. Don’t talk about the Rhine and calm him 
about Posen.’’®® 

Napoleon did not accept the plan for a conference limited to 
the Danish question as an adequate substitute for his greater 
idea.®^ He still seems to have hoped that the increasing danger 
of war would lead the other Powers to accept the Congress. If 
it did not, he was prepared to sit back and let matters come to a 
head, trusting that the future might bring about developments 
more to his liking, hoping that something might turn up advan- 
tageous to France. 

He continued, therefore, to encourage Prussia to adopt an 
active policy. On January 6, Drouyn de Lhuys reminded Count 
Goltz of their conversations of the previous November at 
Compi^gne and repeated the opinion he had then expressed that 
the best solution of the Schleswig-Holstein question would be 
the annexation of Denmark to Sweden and of the duchies to 
Prussia. At a court ball, that same evening, the Emperor, too, 
spoke of his preference for a far-reaching settlement.®® About 
a week later, Drouyn de Lhuys again discussed the situation with 
Goltz. He expressed his concern that Denmark would not 
voluntarily evacuate Schleswig and that the first cannon shot 
would be the signal for a general European war. It was curious, 
he remarked, that the two most conservative governments of 
Europe, the Prussian and the Austrian, should start a war, while 
France, which was so often suspected of such an intention, should 

Fould.” Mettemich to Rechberg, No. 2, January 9, 1864. Cf. Bismarck’s com- 
mentary in Rarolyi to Rechberg, No. iiB, January 24, 1864. (Vienna Archives). 
Cf. p. 314 below. 

Fleury, Souvenirs, II, p. 285, Les Origincs diplomaiigues de la guerre de 
1870 - 71 , 1 , No. 2. 

Muret, “La Politique fran<raise dans I’aSaire des Duch£s,’’ in Revue 
d’lUstoire tnoderne el coniemporaine, XVI, pp. 137-169, 300-333. 

Goltz to Bismarck, No. 6, Paris, January 7, 1864, (Berlin Archives); extract 
in HShnsen, Vrsprung und Geschichte des Artikels V des Prager Friedens, I, pp. 17 f. 
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be avoiding any intervention in the conflict. “He attempted in 
the further course of his remarks,’’ Goltz reported to King 
W illiam , ‘ ‘to show that Prussia, which, aside from the establish- 
ment of the Zollverein, had not for a long time had any out- 
standing success to its credit, must now undertake an independent 
and decisive course of action to maintain its position. He 
followed this with the repeated expression of the wish he has so 
often indicated to me for our alliance with France and said that 
this latter Power did not seek conquests, but if everyone else 
was aggrandized, France could naturally not look on passively. ’ 

Goltz gained the impression from these remarks of Drouyn de 
Lhuys that the French minister regarded a European war as 
inevitable and that the Imperial Government intended to give 
Prussia the choice between an alliance with France or a war 
against her. He did not yet grasp the true import of Bismarck ’s 
policy nor did he, apparently, know the details of Bismarck’s 
conversations with General Fleury and with the French ambas- 
sador at Berlin. He replied to Drouyn de Lhuys that he did not 
think it right or expedient to call an alliance into being without 
special occasion. 

If the Congress had met, we might perhaps have come to it, but as 
matters now stood, we should, if we concluded an alh'ance with France, 
expose ourselves also to unjustified suspicions. In Germany, especially, 
people would not fail to charge that we were aggrandizing ourselves at the 
expense of our German allies and that we intended to turn over the left 
bank of the Rhine to France. I should, therefore, regard it as a more 
correct line of policy to follow out with firmness and vigor a question of such 
great importance to Prussian and German interests as that of Schleswig- 
Holstein, in the measure of those interests and, in that way, to determine 
who were our true friends and who our real foes. If this line of policy should 
lead to an alliance with France, it would be very popular in Germany and 
no one could accuse us of betraying German interests and this would not 
e.xclude the possibility of counter services by us to France.'* 

Bismarck, however, assured Talleyrand that he had impressed 
upon King William the importance of securing, if possible, the 

Goltz to King William, No. 19, Paris, January 14, 1864, (received January 
J^), (Berlin Aichives). Extract printed in Oncken, Die Rheinpolilik Kaiser Napo- 
leons III, I, pp. 24 f. 

'* Ibid. 
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support of the Emperor Napoleon and kept dangling before the 
French ambassador the prospect of a civil war in Germany.*® 
Both Napoleon and his minister were nevertheless more and 
more disturbed by the continued close cooperation of the two 
German Great Powers. Reports were reaching Paris that, in 
return for support in the Schleswig-Holstein question, Prussia 
had guaranteed to Austria the possession of her non-German 
territories.*® The French diplomats were instructed to verify this®^ 
and Drouyn de Lhuys formally asked Goltz-whether it was true.®* 
The categorical denial was accepted and Napoleon continued his 
watchful waiting.®® 


IV 

In 1848-1850, Nicholas I had intervened in the German-Danish 
struggle as the 'conservative policeman’ of Europe. But after 
the disasters of the Crimean War, Russian foreign policy became 
cautious and unassertive. Occupied with constructive reforms at 
home and desirous of letting his Empire recuperate from the 
collapse to which the policy of Nicholas had brought it, Alexander 
II wished to avoid as far as possible any international adventures. 
In 1863, Russia had been strained still further by the necessity 
of crushing the revolt in Poland. The Empire, roused by the 
threatened intervention of France, England and Austria, had 
indeed shown signs of defensive strength but was not yet in a 
position to adopt the vigorous offensive policy that would have 
been required by armed intervention in favor of Denmark.®" 

“ Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870 -IS 71 , 1 , Nos. 38, 39, 63, go. 
129, 152. 

“ Ibid , Nos. 4S and 87. ®' Ibid., Nos. 45 and 114. 

®* Goltz to Bismarck, telegram No, 36, January 27, 1864, 5:40 P. M., received 
8 P. M.; Goltz to King William, No. 37, January 28, 1864; (Berlin Archives). 

™ Bismarck to Goltz, draft telegram. No. 31, secret, January 27; Goltz to 
Bismarck, No. 43, confidential, February i, 1864; (Berlin Archives). 

“I need not enlarge upon the diminution of Russian Power. Your Lordship 
is well aware to what extent, and by what agencies, this Empire has been reduced 
to a state of comparative prostration, from which the patriotism of its people can 
now only arouse it for defensive purposes in a national cause. ’ ’ Napier to Russell, 
No. 33, confidential, January ii, 1864, (Record Office, London). 
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Moreover, the attitude of Russia toward the two states 
principally involved, had undergone a change. Bismarck had 
shown his friendliness to Russia at the time of the Crimean War, 
and, when he had become Prussian Minister President, had 
earned the gratitude of Russia and especially of Tsar Alexander 
by his vigorous and ostentatious action in the Polish crisis.®^ 
Denmark, however, had joined with the ‘Western Powers’ in 
protesting to Russia in favor of the Poles.®" 

The Russian government still desired to see the integrity of 
the Danish monarchy maintained. It had no more desire in 
1863-1864 than before to see a German fleet in the Baltic based 
on Kiel nor to see Denmark so weakened by the loss of the 
duchies that it would join with Sweden-Norway in a Scandinavian 
union and thus place the entrance to the Baltic in the hands of a 
single fairly strong power. But Russia did not understand, nor 
had she sympathy with the national ambitions of the Eider 
Danes. Even in 1850, when Russia was exerting herself in the 
interest of Denmark, this had been clearly shown. “What 
difi'erence does it make to you,” Nesselrode had said to the 
Djmish minister, “that the Duchies have a conunon bank and 
that the lunatic asylum belongs to them in common? 

Although it sympathized with King Christian personally, the 
Russian government disapproved of the democratic tendencies of 
Denmark. Gorchakov and Tsar Alexander made no secret to 
the Danish government of the facts that they regarded the 
November Constitution as a violation of Denmark’s obligations 

“ Cf. R. H. Lord, “Bismarck and Russia in 1863” in American Historical 
Reeiew, XXIX, pp. 24-48 

® Neergaard, Under Junigrundloien, II, 658-664 Napier to Russell, No. 33, 
confidential, January ir, 1864. (Record Office, London). “While the Govern- 
ment and the nation would be little inclined to an active policy abroad, and little 
capable of undertaking it with efiect, we must remember that the Government and 
the Court are bound by peculiar ties of intimacy and gratitude to Prussia, in con- 
sideration of the great services rendered by that state to Russia in regard to Poland. 
It would be considered an act of ingratitude and baseness here to turn against 
Prussia, and particularly against the Government of M. de Bismarck, when their 
efforts and sacrifices in the Russian cause are so fresh on the recollection and so 
marked by the blame of Europe. ’ ’ 

“ O. Plcssen to Moltke, No. 36, June 8, 1850, (Copenhagen Archives), 
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and that Denmark could not count on their support as long as 
there was persistence in the policy it involved. Russia had 
advised King Christian not to sanction the constitution. When 
Count Otto Plessen, the Danish minister, tried to justify the 
policy of the King and government, Gorchakov frankly expressed 
his disapproval. 

“You talk to me so often,” he said, “of the necessities of your 
domestic politics; but I who am called upon to direct the policy 
of Russia, have to take account also of the necessities of domestic 
politics of those with whom you are in conflict,” and he added: 
“It is impossible for me not to find, that by this last act, the 
Royal sanction, you have failed to respect your engagements to 
Germany.” Plessen ’s rejoinder, that Germany had failed to 
respect her engagements by attempting to extend her action to 
the non-German parts of the Danish Monarchy, was coolly 
received and was appreciated, he writes, “ as an observation that 
I could not maintain before an impartial tribunal.”®^ This 
attitude was confirmed and emphasized by the Tsar when 
Plessen had an audience to present his new credentials. 

“Not only from my personal sympathies — they are of long 
standing and the King knows it — ^but also from my very sincere 
interest for Denmark,” said the Tsar, 

I will do what I can. But you know that already for some time we have 
found that in your policy toward Germany, you have been drawing the cord 
too tight. We shall be consistent ... If unhappily war should break out 
between you and Germany, I cannot take part in it; you know our situation, 
you ought to understand. ... I don’t want to say anything painful to 
you; we are merely consistent; we have often warned you. ... I admit 
that the movement against you in Germany has at present in part a revo- 
lutionary basis; but on your part, too, there are also— don’t take it amiss 

that I speak of it — symptoms of exaggerated tendencies All that I 

can do, I wiU do.“ 

With the Prussian miuister, Gorchakov was more reserved. 
He at first evaded an answer to the request that Russia put 
pressure on the King of Denmark not to sanction the new 

“ O. Plessen to Hall, No. 68, November 24, 1863, (Copenhagen Archives). 

“ O Plessen to Hall, No. 72, December 10, 1863, (Copenhagen Archives). 
The audience took place on December 9. 
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constitution, pointing out the dangers to Christian’s position, 
should he fail to do so. But he finally gave his consent and later 
read to Count Redern a sharp note which he had despatched to 
Copenhagen.®® When the news came that King Christian had 
signed he expressed his regret at this action.®’ For the months 
of November and December 1863, the Prussian archives throw 
little direct light on Gk)rchakov ’s relations with Bismarck.®® There 
is no reason to assume, however, that these relations were at all 
discouraging to Bismarck, whose moderate attitude in regard to 
the Treaty of London and in opposition to the liberal and national 
agitation in Germany was bearing good fruit.®® 

V 

The British government was greatly disturbed by the news of 
the death of the King of Denmark’® and the consequent excitement 
in Germany. Two days before. Lord Russell had temporarily 
abandoned his attempts to arrange a mediation between Denmark 
and Germany , ’1 but he now again brought his pen into action in 

" Count Redem attributed this action partly to the influence of the Danish 
Minister “welcher in der Sanction der Gesammt-Veifassung eine Gefahrdung der 
Gesanunt-Monarchie erblickte.” Redern to Bismarck, November 20, 1863, 
(Berlin Archives). 

” Redern to Bismarck, telegram No. 131, November 19, 1863; dispatch 
November 20, 1863, (Berlin Archives). Cf. Napier to Russell, November 20, 

1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 3, 1864, No. 286. 

Redern to Bismarck, No. 130, /lOc/islrej/rairijc/i, December i, 1863, (Berlin 
Archives). Gorchakov said to Redem: “J’en ai dit deux mots a Mr. d’Oubril. II 
communique tout k Monsieur de Bismarck. Nous n’avons pas de secret pour vous 
et je ne vous cache rien. ’ ’ Next to this there is a marginal note in King William’s 
hand: “Wie lauten die — 2 mots?” 

" “It is thought here of the highest importance to support M. de Bismarck in 
every way. He is considered the only bulwark against war with Denmark and 
revolutionary agitation.” Napier to Russell, telegram, St. Petersburg, December 
23, 1863, (Record Office, London). Cf. Napier to Russell, December i, 1863, 
Denmark and Germany, No. 3, 1864, No. 359. 

■® Bernstorff to King William, No. 398; to Bismarck No. 399, November 16, 
1863; to King William, No. 404, November 20, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 

Russell to Buchanan, November 13, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 3, 

1864, No 224, Bemstorfi to Bismarck, telegram, November 17, 1863, (Berlin 
Archives). 
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an effort to secure time for a peaceful settlement. To Berlin and 
Vienna he expressed the hope that the news of the change of 
dynasty would induce the Diet to delay the carrying into effect 
of the Federal Execution to allow the new King of Denmark to 
consider his position and to form his ministry. Two days later, 
he offered British mediation on the international question at 
issue: the relations of Schleswig to Denmark proper and to the 
German Confederation and the position of Holstein in the Danish 
Monarchy."® In the meantime, he had to consider the question 
of the new Danish constitution and telegraphed to Sir Augustus 
Paget at Copenhagen that while Her Majesty's government was 
very unwilling to interfere in the matter, if the King wished the 
mediation to be effectual, he might suspend his signature until 
the international questions were settled. These first efforts, 
however, led to no result^® and with the news of the proclamation 
of the Prince of Augustenburg, Russell changed his tactics. He 
had at first tried to delay the Execution; he now urged that it be 
carried out as quickly as possible because it would imply a 
recognition by the Diet of Christian IX as Duke of Holstein.’® 
The next day he shifted again, A dispatch from Vienna stated 

Russell to Buchanan, telegram, November i6, 1S63, 6 00 P. M., (Record 
Ofifice, London); to Buchanan and Bloomfield, November 16, 1863, Denmark and 
Germany, No. 3, 1864, No. 233. 

Russell to Malet; to Paget, November 18, 1863, Denmark and Germany, 
No. 3, 1864, Nos. 239, 237; Russell to Buchanan, November 18, 1863, telegram, 
1:40 P. M., (Record Office, London); Buchanan to Bismarck, Berlin, November 
18, 1863, confidential, (Berlin Archives). 

Russell to Paget, telegram, November ry, 1863, ii:ro A. hi. (Record Office, 
London). On November 17, Russell told the Danish minister in London, however, 
‘ ‘ que si d 'un c6t6 il serait peut-fitre sage pour Sa Majeste d ’attendre un peu avant 
de sanctionner cette mesure et pour le motif all£gu£ par M. de Bismarck, d’un autre 
cdt£ il se pourrait qu’une pareille h&itation de la part du nouveau Roi Mt mal 
accueillie en Danemark et entachat d’inpopuIaritS les premiers aclcs du nouveau 
Souverain. . . . D ’ailleurs la question constitutionclle dont il s ’agissait ftait, selon 
le ministre, une afiaire de politique intfirieure ...” BiUe to Hall, No. 94, November 
r8, 1863, (Copenhagen Archives). 

Cf. Russell to Paget, telegram, November r8, r863. 2:15 P. M., (Record 
Office, London); Hall to Paget, November 20, 2863, Denmark and Germanv, No. 
3, 1864, No. 384, enclosure. 

™ Bernstorff to Bismarck, November 22, 2863, Sybel, Die Begriindung des 
deulschen Reiches, IIT, p. 163. 
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that Rechberg said that the signing of the constitution made 
Execution inevitable and one from Berlin that, while Bismarck 
would urge the Diet to accept the proffered mediation, the 
Execution should be carried out immediately if the Diet refused.'^’' 
But as the situation was developing in Germany, Russell began 
to suspect that Execution might be used merely as a means of 
getting possession of Holstein until the Diet made up its mind on 
the succession question and that the Danes fearing this, would 
offer armed resistance. Notes were therefore sent to the German 
states which were parties to the Treaty of London, and to 
Copenhagen and Frankfurt, saying that the British government 
expected that Christian ’s right of accession to all the territories 
of the Danish Crown would be acknowledged, and to Berlin and 
Vienna warning against the use of Federal Execution to enforce 
the international obligations. 

It seems to her Majesty’s Government that the course which at the 
present crisis the Diet should pursue would be to require Denmark to with- 
draw the Letters-Patent of the 30th of March, and to comply in Holstein 
with the demands of the Diet as regards that Duchy, intimating, at the 
same time, that if Denmark should refuse to make these concessions, the 
threatened Federal Execution should be carried into effect. The Diet 
might at the same time, require that questions of an international character 
should be refericd by both parties to the Powers who were parties to the 
Treaty of May 1852. Her Majesty’s Government considers that it the Diet 
were to adopt this course war might be averted; and they trust that in the 
present perilous state of affairs, Austria and Prussia will act together and 
afford by so doing the best chance of averting from Germany the danger of 
a Democratic revolution.'* 

“The line of policy to be pursued by Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in the questions at issue between Denmark and Germany is 
perfectly dear,” Russell wrote on December i. “That policy is 
to advise Austria, Prussia and the other Powers who signed the 
Treaty of London to adhere to their engagements and to advise 


Bloomfield to Russell, November 19, 1863, received November 23; Bu- 
chanan to Russell, November 21, 1863, received November 23, Denmark and 
Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , Nos. 258, 26r. 

’* Russell to Bloomfield, et al., November 23, t863; Russell to Bloomfield, 
November 23, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , Nos. 274, 275. 
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Denmark to observe all the engagements which she has taken to f 
Germany. ' * 

With the Germans, and especially Bismarck, he engaged in a 
war of notes reiterating his opinion that the engagements of 
1851-52 afEord no valid excuse for failing to observe the Treaty 
of London. To Denmark, he e:q)ressed his regret that the King 
had signed the constitution although, ‘'it is possible that in the 
circumstances this step could not be avoided,” and he recom- 
mended that the King issue a proclamation “assuring his subjects 
of German race that they will enjoj' equally with the Danes the 
privileges of freedom and his Royal protection. 


VI 

In accordance with custom, special envoj's were sent to 
congratulate the King of Denmark on his accession to the throne. 
In order to strengthen the position of Austria and Prussia in 
maintaining the Treaty of London against the clamor of public 
opinion in Germany, Gorchakov proposed that these envoys be 
secretly instructed to urge upon the King the necessity of 
modifying the November Constitution. It was his original in- 
tention that this pressure be applied by all of the Powers signatory 
to the Treaty of London, but as the Emperor of Austria and the 
King of Prussia had refused to receive the envoy sent to notify 
them of King Christian’s accession and in consequence did not 
intend to reply by envoys to Copenhagen, the plan was corres- 
pondingly modified. The British and French governments, 
however, accepted the plan; the former enthusiastically, “ the 
latter, less warmly, because of its desire for a European Congress.*® 
As Russian envoy. Councillor Ewers was selected. At the time 
of the first Schleswig-Holstein war, he had been secretary of the 
legation at Copenhagen and since then had been in the Foreign 

Russell to Paget, December i, 1863, Ibid., No. 338. 

Russell to Paget, November 20, 1863, Ibid., No. 250. 

Russell to Napier, December 2, 1863, Ibid., No. 346. 

® See pp. Ill IT. above. 
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Office at St. Petersburg, where he had been entrusted with the 
details of the German-Danish question.*® The British government 
chose Lord Wodehouse, a former Under-Secretary of State for 
foreign affairs, whose attitude had been violently pro-Danish. 
In the spring of 1863, he had bitterly attacked Lord Russell’s 
attempts to settle the question; but at this time he seems to 
have modified his views. 

“The choice of Lord Wodehouse is remarkable,” the Saxon 
minister at London commented. “It was he who only last 
session attacked Lord Russell’s policy of mediation in a speech 
which nobody could say was impartial. The ambition to obtain 
some practical result, the extreme importance attached here to a 
peaceful settlement of the Danish dispute, the reaction of public 
opinion in favor of Germany, and perhaps the regard for the 
Queen, may possibly have toned down the harsh tdews of the 
former Under-Secretary of State. ‘The Devil is not so black as 
he is painted, ’ he said yesterday to Count Bemstorff . ‘ I shall 
preach peace to the Danes, and advise them to make every 
concession to the German Powers which does not imply an 
absolute impossibility.’ ”** General Fleury, the French envoy, 
was aide-de-camp and close personal friend of the Emperor 
Napoleon, but hardly an expert on the Schleswig-FIolstein 
question.^ 

Both Ewers and Wodehouse travelled to Copenhagen via 
Berlin. The former’s instructions were drawn in general terms. 
They pointed out that Austria and Prussia had declared their 
intention of abiding by the Treaty of London and that it was 
important, therefore, that those Powers be supported in the 
attempt to secure the recognition of that document by the Diet. 

“Equity, as well as the clear interest of Denmark itself, 

“ Neergaard, Z 7 »irfer II, p 932. The ardent National Liberal, 
Krieger, characterizes him as “en hcnsynsljis hold Tydsker.” Krieger, Dagb^ger, 
III, p. 12. 

” Vitzthum von Eckstadt, St. Petersburg and London, II, pp. 266 f. letter of 
December 7, 1863. “ Schlechteste IVahl die man treffen konntc obgleich er 
mir versichert, dass er versohnlich sein werde. ’ ’ BemstorE to Bismarck, telegram. 
No. 431, December 5, 1863. 7 P. M., (Berlin Archives). 
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demand imperiously a modification of the Constitution of 
November 18.” 

The Russian government claimed to be far from intending to 
impose upon King Christian the obligation of revoking a law 
to which he had given his sanction. It left to the Cabinet of 
Copenhagen entire latitude in the choice of its means of re- 
assuring the German Confederation and the Duchies of a sincere 
intention of not violating its promise in regard to the non-incor- 
poration of Schleswig, and of offering a satisfactory guaranty of 
its intention to execute loyally the terms of the Royal Proclama- 
tion of January 28, 1852. Finally, Ewers was instructed to make 
clear to the Danish ministry that in case it refused to adopt the 
policy of conciliation recommended by the Powers, they, for 
their part, would decline any responsibility for the consequence 
of such refusal. “ Of Ewers’ interview with Bismarck, little is 
known, except that it was not difficult for Bismarck to reach an 
agreement with him.*® 

Wodehouse’s preliminary instructions stressed the binding 
force of the Treaty of London and drew a sharp distinction 
between the obligations defined by that document and those of 
Denmark contained in the exchange of notes of 1851. 

“It is not my purpose either to point out how these engage- 
ments have been observed or to affirm that any of them have 
been violated,” wrote Russell. “It will be for the ministers of 
Austria and Prussia to make their complaints on this head. . . . 

“ Memorandum destinfi k. servir d ’instruction au Conseillcr d’Etat actuei 
Ewers, (Berlin Archives). As our knowledge of the text of this instruction comes 
from the copy given to the Prussian government it is impossible to say that there 
were no other more confidential ones. It seems probable, however, that there were 
not. Later, when Lord Wodehouse suggested the definite advice to the Danish 
government that the constitution be revoked as regarded Schleswig, “Ewers said 
‘that although he was not directed to give such advice to the Danish government 

. . .such a step would be in conformity to the spirit of his instructions’ On 

further consideration, M. d’Ewers referred to his Government for instructions ....’’ 
Wodehouse to Russell, December rg, 1863, Detiinark and Germany, No. 4, 1864, 
No. 504. 

“ Sybel, Die Begriindung des deutschen Reiches, III, p. 185. Ewers’ statement 
that Bismarck had given him a definite assurance that he intended to abide by 
the Treaty of London apparently refers to his return journey from Copenhagen. 
Cf. Redern to Bismarck, No. 8, January 16, 1863, (Berlin Archives). 
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The result to be arrived at is the fulfilment of the Treaty of May 
8, 1852 and of the engagements entered into by Austria, Prussia 
and Denmark, in 1851-52. The mode of arriving at that result 
cannot yet be laid down. Patience and impartiality on the part 
of the Great Powers will conduce greatly to that end, and will 
contribute in the same proportion to the maintenance of the 
peace of Europe.”®^ 

Wodehouse arrived in Berlin on the evening of December ii, 
and on the next day had a long conversation with Bismarck.®® 
He attempted to shake Bismarck’s claim that the observance of 
the Treaty of London by Austria and Prussia depended on the 
fulfilment by Denmark of her promises of 1851-52, but to no 
avail.®® In regard to the November Constitution, said Bismarck, 
there cotdd be no compromise. Before January i the Constitution 
must be declared to be inapplicable to Schleswig, otherwise the 
German Powers would hold themselves released from all their 
engagements to Denmark including the Treaty of 1852. Wode- 
house also tried to impress the British point of view on King 
William and on Count Karolyi, the Austrian minister, but found 
that in regard to the Treaty of London, their language hardly 
differed from that of Bismarck.®” Wodehouse took with him 

Russell to Wodehouse, December 9, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , 
1864 , No 394 The British Archives contain no secret instructions to accompany 
this. It seems, however, that the British government was prepared to accept mere 
personal union of the Duchies with Denmark as a solution of the problem. Aus 
dem Leben Theodor von Bernhardis, V, pp. 346, 277. Wodehouse spoke to Bismarck 
of personal union, but only in reference to Holstein. This passage is omitted from 
the dispatch as published in the Blue Book. It follows after line 2 on p. 376, 
Denmark ajid Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , No 434; Wodehouse to Russell, No. 3, De- 
cember 12, 1863, (Record Office, London). 

Wodehouse to Russell, No. 3, December 12, 1863 (Record Office, London). 
A large part of this dispatch has been published; Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , 
1864 , No. 434. 

“. . . I regret to be obliged to add that my observations appeared to make 
little impression on M. de Bismarck, and that I fear from his language that the 
Prussian Government will not hesitate to repudiate the Treaty, if they do not 
obtain from Denmark the satisfaction they require as to the engagements of 
1851-32.” Wodehouse to Russell, No. 3, December 12, ii'03, (Record Office, 
London). 

Wodehouse to Russell, No. 6 , December 13, 1863 (Record Office, London) 
Wodehouse to Russell, December 13, 1863, Dermaik and Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , 
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from Berlin a memorandum of the demands of Austria and 
Prussia on Denmark. 

The Austrian and Prussian Governments require that the Danish Govern- 
ment shall carry out the engagements of 1851-52; so that, apart from the 
Federal ties which concern only Holstein, Schleswig shall not be more closely 
connected with the Kingdom of Denmark than Holstein. They therefore ' 
consider that the Constitution of November 18, 1863, is a violation of the^ 
engagements of Denmark, and they require that measures will be taken 
before January 1 by the Danish Government to prevent that Constitution ' 
being carried into effect as regards Schleswig. When such measures shall 
have been taken they expect to receive from Denmark propositions as to the 
manner in which the engagements of 1851-52 are to be ftdfilled." 

This ‘ ‘ most meagre document ’ was hardly adapted to lead to 
a settlement of the questions at issue and there is no reason to 
suppose that Bismarck intended it should.*® The Danish govem- 

No. 435. Bismarck had suggested that the British envoy liave an audience with 
the King. “Bismarck is anxious for immediate arrival of special envoy to Copen- 
hagen, as it is essential in order to counteract the daily influences to which the 
King is exposed that a representation from her Maicsty’s Government should be 
made without delay to His Majesty with more authority than usual as to the 
propriety of Prussia observing the Treaty of London. . . ” Buchanan to Russell, 
telegram, private and confidential, December 4, 1863, reported in No. 560 (Record 
Office, London). 

“ Denmark and Germany, No. 3 , 1864 , No. 439, inclosure. This memorandum 
was approved by King William and by Count Karolyi. Wodehouse to Russell, 
December 13, 1863. Ibid., No. 436. “Count Rechberg sends no special instruc- 
tions to Count Karolyi but has authorized him to concert with M. de Bismarck ns 
to the proposals which Austria and Prussia may consider it advisable to submit to 
Lord Wodehouse. His Excellency leaves the affair entirely in the hands of the 
Austrian Minister in Berlin. , . ” Bloomfield to Russell, telegram, December 10, 
1863, reported in No. 603 (Record Office, London). 

® In conversation with Buchanan on December is, Bismarck admitted that 
the memorandum for Lord Wodehouse was a “most meagre document” but ex- 
cused himself on the ground of having explained fully orally to Wodehouse the 
arrangements which would be required. Buchanan to Russell, No. 600, Postscript, 
December 16, 1863 (Dispatch dated December 13); Buchanan to Russell, No. 590, 
confidential, December 13, 1863 (Record Office, London). 

® “Si I’Angleterre veut savoir,” m’a dit le Ministre [Bismarck] 3 . quel prix 
nous leconnaitrons le Roi dc Danemark ct nous renoucrons avec lui de bons rap- 
ports de voisins et de Conf£d£r€s, je dirai que nous prendrons pour bases les con- 
ditions constitutionelles agr6cs r£ciproquemcnt en 1851. J’admets qu'elles sont 
d’une execution peu pratique et que e’est a peu pris la quadrature du cercle que 
nous demandons au Cabinet de Copenhague de r£soudre . . ” Talleyrand to 

Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 125, December ii, 1863 (Paris Archives). 
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ment had known since the middle of November that Prussia re- 
garded the constitution as a violation of the Danish obligations. 
It was very doubtful whether in the present state of feeling in 
Copenhagen it could be revoked. Bismarck bluntly recommended 
a coup d’etat: “Germany would never be on good terms with 
Denmark as long as the present democratic institutions of Den- 
mark were maintained. ’ But Christian IX was not the man 
for a coup d'etat nor was an Englishman likely to advise one. 
Above all, the last sentence of the memorandum contained the 
rock on which all the previous negotiations had been wrecked: 
Germany could always declare that the new Danish proposals were 
unsatisfactory.’’ What Wodehouse had wished to obtain was a 
clear and definite expression of the views of Germany and he had 
failed®’ in this as he had failed to hold Prussian policy uncon- 
ditionally true to the Treaty of London. 

Lord Wodehouse arrived at the Danish capital on the morning 
of December 15, and after a conference with Sir Augustus Paget, 
had a preliminary talk with Hall. “I impressed strongly upon 
his Excellency, ’ ’ he reported, 

that if Austria and Prussia were bound in good faith to carry out the 
Treaty of 1852, without reference to any other engagements not contained 
in that Treaty, Denmark was on her part bound to fulfil her engagements to 
Germany; and I did not conceal from him my opinion that the Constitution 
recently signed by the King might be regarded as at variance with the 
promise made by Denmark in Annex No. 2 to the despatches of December 
6, 1851, to Vienna and Berlin, that Schleswig should not be incorporated 
with Denmark, and that no steps should be taken tending to such incorpo- 
ration. 

I pointed out to him also that if on the one hand Her Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would never counsel the Danish Government to yield anything incon- 
sistent with the honour and independence of the Danish Crown and the 
integrity of the King’s dominions, so, on the other, we had a right to expect 

®* Wodehouse to Russell, December 12, 1863, Buchanan to Russell, December 
10, 1863. Denmark and Germany, No. 3, JS64: Nos. 434, 414. 

“ Buchanan to Russell, December 4, 1863; Ibid , No 461. 

® Bismarck told the French .'Vmbassador that he had replied to Wodehouse: 
“Vous 6tes un homme d’affaires trop distingud pour vous attendre 3 . une rdponse 
de ma part. Si j'avais 3 . vous vendre un cheval dc deux cents louis, je ne vous 
confierais pas que je finirais par vous le ceder pour cent car vous ne m’en offririez 
alors que quatre-vingt. ” Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 126. December 
IS, 1863 (Paris Archives). 
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that the Danish Government would not, by putting forward extreme pre- 
tensions, drive matters to extremities. 

Hall, however, showed no disposition to yield and hinted that 
if concessions to Germany were made, it was not probable that 
it would be by the advice of a ministry of which he was the head.®’' 
The first few days of Lord Wodehouse’s stay in Copenhagen 
were occupied with formal visits, with negotiations with the 
Russian and French envoys as to the procedure to be adopted in 
giving their advice to the Danish government, and with the 
ceremonies incidental to the funeral of Frederick VII at the 
cathedral of Roskilde. Lord Wodehouse wished the demarche to 
be in the form of a joint communication from the representatives 
of Great Britain, Russia, France and Sweden. M. d ’Ewers was 
authorized to take part in this and to cooperate closely with the 
British envoy. General Fleury, however, was instructed to act 
separately. He was ordered, he said, to tell the Danish govern- 
ment explicitly that if Denmark became involved in a war with 
Germany, France would not come to her assistance;®® to advise 
in general terms moderation and concessions to Germany; but 
to state that the Emperor Napoleon would not consent to any 
formal negotiations on the German-Danish question except in a 
European Congress. Count Hamilton, the Swedish minister, was 
not authorized to put pressure on Denmark.®® 

On Sunday, December 20, Lord Wodehouse and M. d ’Ewers 
were received by Hall. At the request of the Russian envoy, 
Lord Wodehouse took the lead in presenting the views of the 
two powers. He informed Hall of the substance of his conversa- 
tions with Bismarck and gave him a copy of the memorandum of 
the demands of Austria and Prussia. He went on to say that 

DeniuiiiJi .'nd Germany, No. ■/, lS 6 d, No. 451. 

For the time being, the burning question was whether the Federal Execution, 
the formal announcement of which coincided with the arrival of Lord Wodehouse, 
would lead to a collision between the German and Danish troops On this point, 
at least, the advice of the friendly Great Towers was followed; the Danish troops 
were withdrawn from Holstein and war was temporarily avoided. 

Cf. Cowley to Russell, Paris, December 29, 1863, Ibid , No. ssi- 

Wodehouse to Russell, No. 13, December 16, 1803; telegram, December 17; 
No. 19, December 19 (Record Office, London). Published in part in Denmark and 
Germany, No. 4 , 1864 , No. 304. 
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Her Majesty ’s Government were of the opinion that the Consti- 
tution of November 13 was a violation of the promise of Denmark 
not to incorporate Schleswig with the kingdom and not to take 
steps which would tend thereto. M. d ’Ewers expressed his entire 
agreement with Lord Wodehouse’s point of view and urged that 
the constitution be revoked.^"" They were followed by General 
Fleury, who supported their advice about the constitution but 
confined himself to general observations and to emphasizing the 
plan for a Congress.*"! Finally, Sir Augustus Paget came to back 
up the arguments of Lord Wodehouse and M. d ’Ewers.*"" Hall 
was obdurate. He refused to consider the 1 evocation of the 
constitution. On the next day, the Danish ministers burned the 
bridges behind them by dissolving the Rigsraad, the only body 
which could legally carry out the repeal. 

The royal message which, on December 21, announced to the 
Rigsraad the formal closing of its session, made no direct reference 
to the events of the preceding day. The new constitution, it 
stated, opposed no obstacle to an agreement between the Rigs- 
raad and the Estates of Holstein for a constitutional union of the 
whole monarchy. “It must, therefore, be in consequence of 
some misunderstanding that certain Powers have seen a reason 
for its being left incomplete, however willing they may be to 
fulfill unconditionally the obligations of a treaty.’’ The King 
appealed to the people for loyalty and cooperation in the stormy 
days that lay before them and expressed the hope that against 
further German schemes, Europe would know how to uphold the 
undivided inheritance of the whole Danish Monarchy, the un- 
modified existence of which had been recognized as necessary for 
the maintenance of European peace.*"’ 

*°" Denmark and Germany, No 4, 1864, No 507 . 

Ibtd , No. 508, Kricger, Dagbpger, ni, p 23 C. N David, "Optegndser 
om Aarene 1863-1865,” m Ilistoiisk Tidssknft, (Copenhagen) 1914, p. 57. 

*” Paget to Russell, No 318, December 22, 1863. Extract published in 
Denmark and Germany, No 4, 1864, No 509 

*“ Translation in Denmark and Germany, No. 4, 1864, p. 422. 
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As a matter of fact, in the council which followed the demarche 
of the foreign envoys, the Danish ministers had merely adhered 
to a decision made almost a week before. They had already 
learned from the correspondence of their representatives abroad 
that Denmark would be urged to revoke or suspend the new 
constitution and the actual interviews added nothing essential. 
On December r6, the day after Hall’s first brief talk with Lord 
Wodehouse, the council of ministers formally advised King 
Christian that a peaceful solution of the conflict with Germany 
was very improbable. On the one hand, the strained relations 
of France and England which had resulted from the latter’s 
rejection of the Congress, would make mediation most unlikely 
and, on the other, German opinion on the question had become 
so hot that it would be impossible for Austria and Prussia, even 
with the best of will, to negotiate on any basis acceptable to 
Denmark. There were two points on which Denmark must be 
unyielding: the rights of the king under the Treaty of London 
and the independence of the non-federal parts of the monarchy. 
If this basis were accepted, it would still be possible to negotiate 
for a constitution which should include all four parts of the 
monarchy. The existence of the November Constitution would 
be no bar to such negotiation, for to secure its results would 
merely require their acceptance by the new Rigsraad for Denmark 
and Schleswig and by the Estates of Holstein. In any case, the 
wishes of the foreign Powers for the suspension or revocation of 
the November Constitution could not be fulfilled. Leaving out 
of account the procedure of constitutional amendment and other 
difficulties of a practical natiure, such an action would only give 
rise to the most serious consequences. It would have no influence 
on the attitude of Germany for it was not really the constitutional 
question but the very existence of the Danish Monarchy on 
which the conflict turned. Such a decision, moreover, would 
have a most unfortunate effect on the internal situation in 
Denmark, particularly upon that section of the population 
“which, through its intelligence and its general position in the 
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community, \vill always have a determining influence on the 
public mind and which has gratefully rallied to the new consti- 
tution as the fulfilment of the legitimate wishes of the Danish 
people.” The more threatening the external situation became, 
the report concluded, the more necessary was the intimate 
adherence of the nation to the policy of the royal government 
and such adherence would the sooner bring the foreign Powers to 
recognize their duty to support Denmark.'”^ 

In his answers to Wodehouse, Ewers, and Paget, Hall stressed 
the considerations of domestic policy. “He was but too sen- 
sible, ’ ’ the former reported, “of the dangers with which Denmark 
was menaced if she rejected our advice, but the danger of accept- 
ing it seemed to him still more serious. At present, the King 
and his people were united and this cordial union of the King 
and people was a tower of strength. But if the constitution were 
revoked, this great advantage would be lost. ’ It is true that 
with the exception of a small group of conservative ‘Whole State’ 
men, the spokesmen of all the Danish parties approved the 
national policy of the government and were willing to see it 
followed to the bitter end.^“® Hall knew, however, that the Eng 
did not really approve the policy he was following and his 
argument probably represents rather an attempt to influence the 
Powers than an expression of his own point of view. Hall’s other 
main argument represents better his own and his associates’ 
reasoning and carries more weight than that based on the 
intimate union of King and people. Even if the constitution 
were revoked, he asked, what would be the advantage to Den- 
mark? There was no promise given that the Powers would support 
her if Germany continued her aggressions; there was no prospect 
even of the Execution being arrested. The revocation of the 
March Patent had been asked for; the concession had been made 
but had not averted the Execution. If the constitution should be 

Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, 11 , pp. 957-962. 

•“Wodehouse to Russell, December 21, 1863, Denmark and Germany, No. 4. 
1864, No. 507. 

Ids Neergaard, U nder Junigrundloven, II, pp. 594 fl. ; the feeling in National 
I-ibcral circles is shown in Krieger, Dagbfger, III, passim. 
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annulled, what security did Denmark have that this would be 
the last concession demanded of her?“^ On the margin of a 
British dispatch which contains this question, Bismarck has 
written the answer; “None. 

None of the responsible ministers seems to have left an 
adequate explanation of their decision. Monrad, writing many 
years later, compared the action of the ministry to that of an 
animal which, long followed by the hounds, suddenly turns to 
fight to the death. “The ministry had long been hunted; they 
had tried in vain to reach an agreement; they were tired of it 
and felt that the people were tired of it and were beginning to be 
impatient of the eternal and fruitless negotiation, of the years of 
insecurity and uncertainty. They were possessed by the feeling: 
‘Now the thing must be ended, now we must call a halt, now we 
must make or break.’ There is a courage born of desperation 
that sometimes conquers but oftener succumbs. Such courage 
inspired the ministry. ’ Madvig, who was president of the 
Rigsraad and in close touch with the cabinet wrote in 1865: 
“ . . . With the vague hope of a more placable attitude [on the 
part of the Powers] and of mediation, we were to give up the 
whole of our constitutional basis for the common affairs of the 
monarchy and cast ourselves entirely defenseless into the worst 

confusion of negotiations ’ ’“® 

In the past, Hall’s policy had not been over-bold. He had 
come to regard the closest possible connection between Sclileswig 
and the kingdom as essential for the independence of the Danish 
state and for the national development of its people. He had 
not, however, shared the sanguine hopes of many of his associates 
that this aim of his policy could be attained without regard for 
the other factors in the situation. In the eyes of many Danes, 

Paget to Russell, December 22, 1863, Denmark and Germany No. 4, 1864, 
No. 309. Cf. Kiieger, Dagbfger, III, pp. 19, 23; Monratl, DcUagchc i Begkenhe- 
derne 1864,pp.4Si; Madvig, Den nationaic PoUtik og del danske Monarchic, pp. 
123 f. 

los Marginal note on a copy of Russell to Buchanan, December 31, i86j 
(Berlin Archives). 

Monrad, Deltagelse i Begivenhederne 1864, p. 40 . This was written in i 88 o. 

““ J. N. Madvig. Den nalionale PolUik og del danske Monarchic, p. 126. 
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he had paid entirely too much attention to the attitude of the 
Germans and to the wishes of the other European Powers.*” It 
is not easy to reconcile his action at the decisive moments in 
November and December 1863 with his usually moderate and 
judicial attitude. Perhaps Neergaard is right in suggesting that 
since the sudden death of Frederick VII, Hall was governed by a 
sort of fatalistic belief that a serious crisis was inevitable and that 
he had come to regard himself less as a leader who could choose 
his paths and direct his country’s policy toward a definite goal, 
than as an instrument in the hands of a mightier power.*” 
Probably Hall and his colleagues, convinced as they were of 
the justice of their position, could not bring themselves to believe 
that they would be abandoned to their foes.**’ The special 
envoys of the Powers, had, to be sure, declared that if Denmark 
refused to follow their advice, she would be left to bear the 
consequences of her refusal. Yet, would this actually be the case 
if the Germans tried to change the Execution into sequestration 
of Holstein for the Prince of Augustenburg; if they attacked the 
non-federal parts of the monarchy; if the independence and 
integrity of the monarch were really endangered? 

There was no reason to hope for a change in Russian policy.**^ 
In England, however, public opinion, especially as represented 
by the most influential London newspapers, was loud in favor of 
Denmark. Even while putting pressure on the Danish govern- 
ment by threatening to leave Denmark in the lurch, Earl Russell 
had not abated his activity in preaching to the German states the 
sanctity of treaties and the dire consequences that might ensue 
if the integrity of the Danish monarchy were menaced.**® To the 

C. St. A. Bille, “Carl Christian Hall,” in Bricka, Dansk Biografisk Lcxikon, 
VI, p. 497. 

“-Neergaard, Under Jimigriindloven, II, p. SS3. Erik .'^rup has interpreted 
Elall s policy after the death of hrederick VII as an attempt to create a domestic 
crisis for the purpose of bringing about a ‘ Scandinavian’ revolution. “ David og 
Hall. Krisen i Danmarks historie 1863” in Scandia I (February 1928), pp. 166- 
179. His argument is not convincing. 

Cf. Monrad, Deltagelse i Begivenhederne 1864, p. 50. 

“■* Cf. Krieger, Dagbdger, III, pp. 14, 23. 

Cf. Denmark and German's, No. 3, 1864, Nos. 446, 447, 503, 519. 
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Danish minister at London, Lord Palmerston denounced in 
vigorous terms the “bad faith of Germany” respecting the 
Treaty of London. He was not ignorant, he said, of what 
Germany wanted: it was the dismemberment of Denmark. He 
related, a propos of this, that Herr von der Pfordten, the Bavarian 
representative at Frankfurt, had declared openly that it was 
necessary to seize the present opportunity of finishing once for 
all with Denmark; “but,” he had added, “fortunately, Herr 
von der Pfordten is not Providence. ’ Earl Russell ’s support of 
the Russian pressure was explained by Bille, the Danish minister 
to England, as probably due to the consideration that it was 
much easier to force a weak state like Denmark to yield than 
Great Powers, like Austria and Prussia.**' At least once in the 
past an unfavorable action of Russell’s, the ‘Gotha dispatch’ 
of September 1862, had been repudiated by Parliament and 
country and this might happen again, for even if the Whig 
ministers persisted in their policy of non-intervention, there was 
no certainty that they could, after the opening of Parliament, 
maintain themselves in power. The Tories were even more 
favorable to Denmark than were the Whigs.**® 

The British representatives in Copenhagen, Sir Augustus Paget 
and Lord Wodehouse, believed that Hall still hoped for eventual 
aid from Sweden and France. “I have ascertained in a positive 
manner,” Sir Augustus telegraphed on December 12, 

T. Bille to Hall, London, December 2, 1863, No. 102 (Copenhagen .\rchives). 

‘”T. Bille to Hall, London, December 11, 1863, No. 105 (Copenhagen Ar- 
chives). 

A. F. Krieger notes in his diary on December 20: “T. Bille or selvfolgelig 
ivrig i at fraraade Eftergivenhed; City vil tvinge Russell til at give efter eller til 
at gaae af , Brunnow [Russian Ambassador in London] troer ikke, at Freussen t 0 r 
gaae ind i Slesvig.” Dagb^ger, III, p. 23. 

Bille reported in a dispatch of December 23, 1863, received January i, 1864: 
“Le parti Tory ou conservateur a I’intention, selon ce qu’on dit, de faire de notre 
question leur cheval de bataille a la prochaine session du Farlement et le parti 
espSre de pouvoir renverser le Ministire en 1 ’accusant d ’avoir mal men 4 notre 
question en ne sou tenant pas comme on aurait dd le Danemark vis a vis de 1 'esprit 
d’aggression dont I’AUemagne a £t£ de plus anime contre nous.” (Copenhagen 
Archives). 



148 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


that the Swedish Government informed the Danish Government in Octo- 
ber that if Denmark was attacked in Sleswig, she would be assisted by 
another Power besides Sweden, — and that in the above event, with or with- 
out a treaty, Sweden would support her to the utmost of her means. This 
communication has been repeated today, but at the same time I am assured 
most positively that Sweden is not bound by any treaty with Denmark, and 
is doing everything to induce the Danish Government to avoid hostilities 
and to come to an arrangement. . ““ 

In his dispatch explaining this telegram, Paget describes how 
he was waiting at the ministry of foreign affairs to see Hall, when 
Count Hamilton, the Swedish minister, entered and their conver- 
sation turned to the present situation. He was not, he told 
Count Hamilton, informed of the proposals to be brought by 
Lord Wodehouse but believed that the latter was to try to get 
from Bismarck a precise statement of the demands of the German 
Powers. 

As I was convinced that whatever might be the pretentions of Germany, 
Her Majesty ’s Government would not be a party to any proposal which was 
not just and equitable, I could not but be of opinion that the only course open 
to the Danish Government was to at once adopt the advice which might be 
suggested to them by the Powers interested in the welfare of the Danish 
Monarchy. Personal considerations and extreme Danish views must now 
give way, I said, to the all important object of maintaining peace and 
saving, if that were still possible, the Danish Monarchy from the violent 
shock which threatened it. The position of Denmark was one of isolation 
and if the Danish Government did not listen to reasonable proposals, al- 
though they might not be in conformity with the views and policy which had 
recently been followed, they w'ould incur a very heavy responsibility. 

Count Hamilton replied that, if the proposals to be made to Denmark 
were at all acceptable, he was quite of opinion that the Danish Government 
w'ould do w'ell to adopt them, but there were certain things which he thought 
the Danish Government should rather incur the risks of war than agree to. 
Denmark, he added, was not quite in the isolated position which I imagined, 
for if a war broke out she would be assisted by more Powers than one. I 
asked who these Powers were, for I presumed, I said, that since Sweden had 
denounced the Treaty, she was not one of them. Count Hamilton replied 
by drawing a paper from his pocket, an extract of a despatch, which he read 
to me. It was to the effect which I have already reported, namely, that if 
Denmark was attacked in Sleswig she would be supported by another 
Power besides Sweden, and that Sweden with or without a Treaty would 
come to her assistance with all her means. 

““ Paget to Russell, 5 P. M., December 12, 1863. Reported in dispatch No. 
304 (Record Office, London). 
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Deriving the impression that this was a despatch just received by Count 
Hamilton, and that he was now for the first time about to communicate it 
to the Danish Minister, I suggested to liim whether under present circum- 
stances it would not be advisable to withhold the communication because 
I was afraid the promise of support therein held out would make the Danish 
Government less amenable to reason. 

Count Hamilton replied that the contents of this despatch was no news 
for the Danish Government, — as he had communicated it as long ago as the 
month of October. What had in part given rise to its being written was 
something which had passed between M. de Bismarck and M. de Jarta, the 
Swedish Minister at Berlin, in September last to the effect that if Sweden 
made a treaty of Alliance with Denmark, the German Powers would object 
to her being admitted to the negotiations on the international questions; — 
and his Government was therefore desirous of reassuring Denmark that 
whether there was a Treaty or not the forces of Sweden would be at the 
disposal of Denmark in the contingency alluded to — namely, an attack on 
Sleswig. 

I said that I thought the allusion to France, for no other Power could be 
meant, was calculated to make the Danes very obstinate, — and I asked 
what reasons the Swedish Government had for supposing that that Power 
would assist Denmark; whether in short what was said to the Danish 
Government in Count Manderstrfim’s despatch was founded on something 
more than general surmises as to the possible line which it might be supposed 
the interest of France would induce her to take in the event of a war between 
Denmark and Germany. 

Count Hamilton replied that of course no one could answer absolutely 
and positively for the particular conduct which, at a future moment, it 
might suit the Emperor of the French to adopt, — but the Swedish Govern- 
ment had unquestionably something much more positive to go upon in 
what they had said to the Danish Government than mere suppositions as to 
His Imperial Majesty’s intentions. Count Hamilton added that until the 
spring not a French soldier would move but that if at that time Denmark 
and Germany were at war he was convinced, from the information he had, 
that the Emperor Napoleon would then throw his weight into the balance 
on the side of Denmark, I next enquired of Count Hamilton what induced 
him to renew at this moment the communication he had read to me. He 
replied that it was in order to give additional weight to the advice he was 
instructed to give to the Danish Government to do all in their power to 
avoid hostilities and to endeavor to come to an arrangement. By reminding 
the Danish Government that if Germany attacked Sleswig Denmark was 
certain of support, he thought there was more chance of the Government 
consenting to withdraw the troops from Holstein. As Sweden was bound to 
aid Denmark in a certain case although there was no treaty between them 
his government was, of course, anxious that everything should be done to 
prevent this case occuring, and would use their influence for this purpose.*™ 

*‘° Paget to Russell, No. ii, December 16, 1863, confidential, (Record Office, 
London). 
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In a report presented to the Danish Rigsraad in August, 1864, 
a committee, of which Hall was a member, declared that the 
attitude of Sweden had exerted an important influence on Danish 
policy. The Danish government, it stated, had taken as its point 
of departure the conviction that the result of the verbal negotia- 
tions had been to establish the existence of an agreement of 
both governments that there was a solidarity in the interests of 
the Scandinavian kingdoms which would not let Sweden remain 
an inactive spectator if the quarrel with Germany led to an attack 
on Schleswig and that Sweden was ready to confirm this solidarity 
by a treaty of alliance.i^i It was in reliance on the fact that 
Sweden-Norway shared the belief in the solidarity of the cause of 
“the North’’ that plans were made to accept the possibility of 
conflict with Germany.'-^ The report, however, refers directly 
only to the negotiations for the treaty of alliance and to the 
situation in November and the fimt few days of December. There 
is no hint in it of a second communication of Manderstrdm’s note 
of October 5. There is no reason, on the other hand, to suppose 
that Hamilton would not carry out his intentions on December 
12. Such an action, it can be shown, was not inconsistent with 
his position at that time nor with the attitude of his chief at 
Stockholm and it is not improbable that this was what Hall had 
in mind when, on December 26, he answered a question of one 
of his colleagues about the Swedish alliance by implying that 
Sweden still recognized an obligation to defend Schleswig.^^’ 

The negotiations for a formal alliance of Denmark and 
Sweden had been begun in July 1863 by King Charles XV, 
himself. Count Manderstrom, the minister for foreign affairs, 
had succeeded in eliminating from the discussion the points on 
which the King had gone too far but had continued the negotia- 

Rigsraadstidende, Tillaeg 13 , Overord. Samling 1864., coll. 467 f. 

Ibid., col. 470. Cf. Monrad, DeUagdse i Bcgivenhederne 1864 , p. 52. 

Under the date of Monday, December 28, Krieger notes in his diary; 
‘ ‘ Fonnesbcch afieskede da i L^verdags Hall Erktering om det svensk-norske For- 
bund. Hall svarede meget korttilsidst uairligt, idet han udtalte sig, som om Sverrig 
endnu erkjendte det som sin Pligt at forsvare Slesvig. ’ ’ Dagb^ger, HI, p. 33. 
Krieger’s comment “u^rligt” (‘‘not quite honestly”) seems to indicate that Hall 
had not told his colleagues and friends of Hamilton’s confidences. For a similar 
reticence on Hall’s part, cf. ibid., p. 28. 
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tions. .The opposition of other ministers, as revealed during the 
discussions at Ulriksdal in September had shown that there were 
serious obstacles in the way of the conclusion of the alliance 
treaty and the Danish government had received formal notice 
of this in Manderstrdm ’s dispatch to Count Hamilton of October 
5.*’^ This dispatch, however, contained the explicit statement 
which Hamilton was authorized to make to the Danish govern- 
ment: 

If, contrary to expectations and in spite of the representations which have 
been made, Germany attempts an invasion of Schleswig, we believe that we 
can affirm with confidence that Denmark will be able to count in full 
securitj' on the active support of more than one Power, and on our part — 
whether or not a treaty has been concluded — we do not hesitate to affirm in 
the most explicit manner, that, in case of aggression by Germany in Schles- 
wig, we shall still be of the same disposition, as in the past and in proportion 
to our strength and the means at our disposal, to offer to Denmark the aid 
which she may demand of us.'^’ 

It was not difficult to allege that the circumstances under which 
this was written had changed and that the passage cited must be 
understood in the light of the rest of the dispatch and of the 
situation when it was presented. It must be kept in mind, 
however, that the passage cited was communicated to the Danish 
government in writing and without its context.^-'’ The Danish 
government can hardly be criticised severely for accepting it at 
face value, especially as the negotiations for the alliance were not 
broken off. 

On October 19, Count Hamilton was informed by Manderstrom 

Cf. pp. 67 f[. above. 

“ Si contre toutc attente et au m^pris dcs reproscntalions qui lui sont faites, 
I’AUemagne tentait unc invasion dans le Slesvic, nous croyons pouvoir affirmer 
avec confiancc, que le Daneroarc pourrail compter en toute security sur un appui 
actif de plus d'une Puissance, et que pour notre part — qu’un Traite soit intervenu 
oil non — nous n'hisitoni point a aflirmer de la maniere la plus explicite, que, dans 
le cas d’une agression de I’.UIemagne dans le Slesvic, nous serions toujours dans 
les memes dispositions que jusqu'ici et dans la mesure de nos forces el des moyens, 
dont nous pouvons disposer, d’ofirir au Danemarc le secours qu'il pourrait r 6- 
clamer de notre part. Cette assuiance Vous etes autoiisc, M. le Comte, a 
donner au Gouverncment Danois, dans les lermcs memes dont j’ai fait usage dans 
cette d^eche.” Koht, Die Stcllung Nonvegens tmd Scbieedens im deutsch-dSnischen 
Konflikl, p. 272. 

For the discussion on this point, cf. Z.oht, op. cit., pp. 139-144. 
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that as soon as constitutional forms permitted, he would receive 
full powers and instructions for the continuance of his discussions 
with the Danish government. A week later, on October 27, 
Manderstrom proposed a revised draft at a meeting of the joint 
Swedish-Norwegian ministry at Stockholm. This draft, too, met 
with some opposition, but during the first weeks in November, 
both the King of Sweden and his minister for foreign affairs seem 
to have believed that they would succeed in carrying their point. 
As late as November 16, Manderstrom told the Danish minister 
that the death of Frederick VII would make no difference in the 
attitude of the Swedish government towards the treaty of 
alliance and Count Hamilton, at Copenhagen, made a similar 
communication to the Danish government.*®® 

Soon after this, as the situation became more serious with the 
increasing agitation in Germany and the claims of the Prince of 
Augustenburg to the succession in Schleswig-Holstein, the 
Swedish government began to change its tone. King Charles, 
whose personal friendship with Frederick VII had played an 
important part in the shaping of Swedish policy, did not have the 
same love for, nor confidence in, Christian IX, whose sympathies 
were reputed to be for Germany and Russia.*®® Manderstrom 
began to emphasize the European rather than the Swedish interest 
in the support of Denmark under the new set of circumstances. 
On November 20, he directed a circular dispatch to the Powers 
to ask what they intended to do about the danger threatening 
the integrity of the Danish Monarchy. A few days later, the 
Swedish government asked the Rigsraad for three millions of 
rigsdalers for armament but the motives given for the request 
were not encouraging to the friends of the alliance. Finally, on 

Koht, op cit., pp. 150-154 W Scheel-Plessen to Hall, Stockholm, Novem- 
ber 10, 1863, in Archives diplomatiques, XVI, p. 212. Cf. Les Origines diplonuUiques 
de la guerre de 1870-1871, TV, p 76, note 2. 

Neergaard, Under Jumgrundlmen, IT, p. 945; DoUzac to Drouyn de 
Lhuys, Copenhagen, November 26, 1863; Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre 
de 1870-71, p. 76, note 3. 

Cf. Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, Stockholm, November 18, 1863, Les 
Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871, IV, p. 77; and Dot£zac to Drouyn 
de Lhuys, Copenhagen, December 18, 1863 (Paris Archives). 
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December 2, in reply to two dispatches from Copenhagen, 
Manderstrom practically broke off the negotiations. The danger, 
he declared in his dispatch to Count Hamilton, was now not of 
Federal Execution but of a German attempt to deprive Denmark 
of provinces, the possession of which was assured her by the 
Treaty of London. The question concerned all the signatory 
Powers and, in view of the greater support which this offered 
Denmark, the King of Sweden regarded the signature of the 
proposed treaty, for the time being, as inexpedient. At the same 
time, however, the dispatch did not exclude the possibility of 
concluding a formal treaty under other circumstances in the future 
and it was accompanied by a commentary on the part of Count 
Hamilton, “as an individual rather than as a representative” 
that seems to have given evidence of Manderstrom ’s continued 
support of the Danish point of view.‘®“ 

A few days later, however, in the speech from the throne 
closing the session of the Swedish Rigsdag, King Charles was 
made to say: “In the Councils of the Powers, I shall ever seek 
to lay the word of the United Kingdoms in the scales on the side 
of right. It must not be asked of us, however, that we also place 
our sword there without regard for the question whether our 
object can be attained with the means at our disposal. ’ 

In well informed circles in Copenhagen, the news spread on 
December 9 that the negotiations with Sweden had come to an 
end and that Denmark stood alone. Various adherents to the 
plan of a Scandinavian union now formed the idea of making a 
last attempt to bring about the alliance by personal influence on 
King Charles. To a visitor sent from Copenhagen, who had an 
audience with him on December 14, His Majesty said that he 
would act if he had to dismiss the whole ministry, with whom he 
had been struggling all day. He would defend Schleswig whether 
an alliance were concluded or not. This news was telegraphed in 
more cryptic form to the Copenhagen paper Fadrelandet, which 

Cf. Krieger, Daghfger, III, p. lo; and Hall to Hamilton, October 6, 1864, in 
Carlquist, Ur Henning Hamiltons Br^samling, II, pp. 181 f. Neither of these 
sources gives any definite indication of what Hamilton said. 

Koht, Die Stellung Norwegens und Scirwedens im detUsck-ddnischen Konfiikt, 

p. 172. 
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on December 15 published without commentary the concluding 
sentence: “22,000 are coming and himself.” 

This news created a sensation in Copenhagen which was, 
however, somewhat cooled by the attitude of the semi-official 
Stockholm papers. De Geer and Gripenstedt, the members of 
the cabinet most influential in all but the actual conduct of 
foreign affairs, held to the position they had taken at Ulriksdal, 
that Sweden must not take part in a war on the side of Denmark 
unless one of the Great Powers, either England or France, set 
the example. Any other policy, they believed, would result in 
risks for Sweden which would far outweigh any possible benefits 
for Denmark.*^^ Their point of view prevailed in the official 
Swedish dispatch of December 2 and in the King’s speech from 
the throne. To some e3rtent, Manderstrom seems to have shared 
the point of view of his colleagues.'®® Between their hesitation, 
however, and the impulsive actions of the King, he found himself 
in a difficult and embarrassing position. '®‘ He felt personally 
compromised by his share in the negotiations which, in his 
opinion, had involved Sweden in a moral obligation to assist in 
the defense of Schleswig. “He reminded me,” Fournier, the 
French minister reported of a confidential conversation on 
December 17, 

of his efforts in August last to free the Swedish government from the too 
compromising engagements that had been contracted without his know- 
ledge He had succeeded in this and in doing so, prided himself on having 
done the best possible service to the Crown. 

He had replaced the intimate relations between the United Kingdoms and 
Denmark within the limits which he had always had at heart to fix, that is 
that Denmark could count on Sweden if ever Germany attempted, in order 
to secure the success of her demands, an enterprise against non-German 
territories, i. e. : beyond the boundaries of Holstein and Lauenburg. 

The assurance of this aid on the part of Sweden in the case mentioned 

Cf. De Geer to Hamilton, December 29, 1863, in Carlquist, Ur Henning 
Hamillons Brefsamling, II, pp. 133-137; Koht, Die Stellung Norwegens and Sekwe- 
dens im dcutsch-danischen Konflikt, pp. 174-178. 

* ” Cf. Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, December 2, 1S63, in Les Origines diploinai- 
igiies de la guerre de 1 S 70 - 71 , IV, p. 82, note i. 

Cf. Bjornstjerna to Hamilton, Stockholm, December 28, 1863, in Carlquist, 
Ur Henning Hamillons Brefsamling, II, pp. 129-132. 

By the King at Scodsborg. Cf. p. 64 above. 
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had been given to King Frederick and the government of the United King- 
doms regarded itself as bound although no treaty had been signed at the 
time of the death of that Prince. 

Although, since the death of that Sovereign, the question has taken on 
larger proportions, M. de Manderstrom does not admit that Sweden can 
refuse her cooperation to Denmark when Germany, carried away by ambi- 
tion and by the popular movement, which the Princes will, perhaps, be 
unable to control, passes the limits of the territory of the Confederation and 
shows signs of unwillingness to halt at the Eider. 

He regards Sweden as bound in honor, and himself even more than Sweden, 
because, since he has been at the head of affairs, his views on this point have 
been clearly known at Copenhagen. There are at stake on the banks of 
the Eider issues, which in his view, are as much Swedish as Danish, Scan- 
dinavian interests. 

He told me then, in confidence, that he will not remain in oflice, if the 
government does not hold to its former promises and is not ready to fulfil 
them.*“ 

King Charles informed Fournier that if the Germans did not 
halt at Rendsburg, he would bring fifteen or twenty thousand 
men to the aid of Denmark. His mind was made up and he 
would not change it unless he received positive representations 
from France and England. “If I acted otherwise, it would be 
all up with the idea of Scandinavian union. I cannot do that 
and do not want to. ’ 

In one respect, however, Manderstrom 's ideas differed from 
those of the King. The former wished to have the Swedish 
troops prepared at once and moved to points from which they 
could conveniently be shipped to Denmark. The King, on the 
other hand, did not regard such a demonstration as useful so long 
as the German troops were still in Holstein*” and showed no signs 
of going beyond. He hoped that the negotiation could postpone 
the opening of hostilities until spring and may have regarded the 
immediate preparation of the auxiliary corps as a provocation 
which would hasten the action of the Germans.*™ 

Manderstrom tendered his resignation but was persuaded to 

Fournier to Drouyn de Lhuys, December i8, i86j, in Les Origines diplomat- 
iques de la guerre de 1870-71, IV, p. 84, note 2. 

*" Fournier, Joe. cit. 

*” The occupation of that duchy was not complete until the end of December. 

Cf. Fournier, loc. oil.-, and Bjomstjerna to Hamilton, December 28, 1863, in 
Carlquist. Ur Henning Hamiltons Brefsamling, II, p. 131. 
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remain in office. He had failed to carry his point but probably 
did not give up all hope of securing the desired support for 
Denmark.*^" For even if Manderstrom’s colleagues were un- 
willing to risk the single-handed intervention of the United 
Kingdoms in the coming struggle, they were pledged to follow 
England or France. 

It was a common belief in Europe at this time, appearing not 
only in the press but even in the reports of diplomats who knew 
more about what the Emperor was saying than did the Danish 
minister at Paris,^^* that Napoleon planned a war for the spring of 
1864, probably against Austria in the interest of Italy. Although 
Napoleon and Drouyn de Lhuys repeatedly said that they would 
do nothing against the national movement in Germany, Coimt 
Moltke-Hvitfeldt, the Danish minister at Paris, wrote in a 
report to Hall that he did not intend to prejudge the future and 
that there was no telling what combinations would develop in 
the spring. Nigra, the Italian minister at Paris, had told him 
that if war ■ivith Germany should come, “it is quite possible that 
we will be able to make a diversion in your favor next spring.” 
Italy could not continue much longer to support the weight of 
her armaments and as long as Austria continued to hold Venetia, 
there was no possibility of reducing them. “In transmitting to 
the Emperor the King 's reply to the Congress invitation, ’ ’ Nigra 
continued, “I explained these considerations to him. I even 
added that His Majesty’s proposal .had awakened hopes, — 
that it would be difficult to dash these, and, in view of the 
absolute impossibility for Italy to endure longer the existing 
state of affairs, we would probably be forced in the spring to 
take the risks of a war. 

B jomst jerna, /oc at , Krieger, tJagioger, III, p 28, Fournier to Drouyn 
de Lhuys, No 43, confidential, December 21, 1863 (Paris .Vrclmes) 

“‘E g. Count GoUz Cf. Bismarck, Cedanken wul Erinnaungcn, II, p S 
^“Moltke-Hvitfeldt to Hall, hthc conMcniullc, December s, 1S63 (Copen- 
hagen Archives) Cf Krieger, Dagbdger, HI, p 48 and Fadrclandet (Copenhagen), 
January 2, 1864, for similar rumors Moltke-H\itfeldt repotted on December 29, 
1863 that Drouyn de Lhuys “ne pouvant rien nous promettre pour le moment, il 
me fait entrevoir cependant un avenir moins sombre qui pourrait 6tre la consfi- 
queuce des dcartes du d^veloppement r£volutionnaire en AUemagne; aussi ce 
Ministre nous conseille de mfinager le plus posrible notre tr6sor, notre fiotte et 
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Even after the interviews of December 20, both Lord Wode- 
house and Sir Augustus Paget believed that Hall hoped for 
eventual aid from France.^* 

M. Hall was ver\' guarded in his reply, . . [the British minister reported] 
but I certainly derived the impression that General Fleury had not 
spoken to him in the decided and positive terms which he represented it as 
his intention to do. M. Hall said that General Fleury ’s advice had been 
that Denmark should endeavor to avoid war if possible, and His Excellency 
[Hall] added that of course neither France nor any other Power would go to 
war for the interests of Denmark irrespective of their own, but His Excel- 
lency ’s whole tone in speaking as to what might be expected from France, 
was not one of such complete discouragement as one might have anticipated 
if General Fleury ’s language had been as categorical to him as it had been 
to Lord Wodehouse and M. d ’Ewers.*" 

Count Hamilton’s language was even more definite. After 
learning from Lord Wodehouse of General Fleury ’s declaration 
to himself and to Hall that France did not intend to support 
Denmark by arms in the event of war with Germany, Sir Augustus 
Paget asked his Swedish colleague whether he was aware of this 
and how he reconciled it with what he had told the Danish 
government. 

Count Hamilton replied that General Fleury had told him that the object 
which the Emperor had in view was the meeting of a Conference to be fol- 
lowed by a Congress; that while pursuing this object, by which His Majesty 
trusted that all questions would be peacefully settled, he could not hold out 
to any Power the prospect of his support in case of war; but in the event of 
his proposals for a scitlement by pacific means being rejected. His Majesty 
would then consider Himself free to adopt any policy which might suit Him, 

A communication in this sense. Count Hamilton informed me, had also 
been made to the Swedish Government by that of France; and he added 
that neither this communication nor his conversation with General Fleury, 
gave him any reason to believe that the dispositions of the Emperor towards 
this country had undergone any change.*" 

notre ann£e de fafon i pouvoir lucttre a profit les chances que le couts du temps 
pourra faire nattre en notre favour.” (Copenhagen Archives). 

*«“I cannot help suspecting that the Danes still count upon support from 
France in the spring.” Wodehouse to Russell, telegram, December at, 1863, 
ia-.4S P. M. (Record Office, London). 

*■“ Paget to Russell, No. 319, December aa, 1863, (Record Office, London). 

*’’' Paget to Russell, No. 3x7, confidential, December ax, X863 (Record Office, 
London). 
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Was Hamilton’s view of French policy based merely on the 
interpretation of ambiguous statements reported from Paris or 
was there really a ‘ ‘ communication in this sense to the Swedish 
government from that of France?””® It is at present impossible 
to say. The available correspondence to the French minister at 
Stockholm throws no light on the problem. Whether or not the 
information at the disposal of the Swedish government justified 
the belief that French policy would change in favor of Denmark,”' 
that belief existed and undoubtedly influenced the decisions of 
those who held it. It is only from the vantage point of after 
years and with the knowledge of what happened after, that we 
can fully realize how vain were the illusions of 1863. 

The ten days that followed the dissolution of the Danish 
Rigsraad were filled with excitement and uncertainty. King 
Christian, who had opposed the policy of the Ministry in dis- 
solving the Rigsraad, began to try to save the situation. On 
December 23, he decided to demand that the Rigsraad be recalled 
to consider the abolition or suspension of the November Constitu- 
tion.”® Negotiations with leaders of the ‘Whole State’ party to 
form a new ministry failed and the King had to appeal again to 
Hall. That night there was a long meeting of the cabinet. For 
a time, the idea of meeting the King’s wishes to the extent of 
recalling the Rigsraad and laying before it a proposal to postpone 
the going into force of the constitution for one year seemed to 
have a majority in its favor. But Orla Lehmann was against the 
proposition from the start and the final decision was that the 
cabinet would refuse to yield and would tender its resignation. 
Nevertheless, as time was pressing, ministers agreed to counter- 
sign the Letters Patent summoning the Rigsraad while the King 

* “ Unless we assume that the Swedish Government still counted on such 
assurances as those in the instructions to Fournier of September 23, 1863. Cf. Les 
Origines diplomatiqves de la guerre de 1870 - 1 S 71 , IV , pp. 74 f. 

Manthey notes in his diary “23 December Stang meddeler et Telegram 
som han liar modtaget fra Sibbern, [Norwegian representative at Stockholm] om at 
Frankrig nu lader til at ville gribe sig an for Danmarks Sag. ” Dagbdger,l,p. 
352 Cf. ICrieger, Dagboger, III, p 48, [January 4, 1864], and Fedrdandel (Copen- 
hagen), January 2, 1864. 

>‘8 Paget to Russell, No. 316, Conhdential, December 21, 1863 (Record Office, 
London); Neergaard, Vitder Junigrundloveri, II, p. 972. 
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was finding some one willing to take the responsibility for the new 
policy. 

At noon on Dpcember 24, Hall notified the King of this 
decision. But that afternoon, objections were raised by some of 
the leading National Liberals, and the King was informed that a 
new ministry would have to countersign the summons. 

King Christian was now deeply irritated by the ministers’ 
attitude and especially ve.\ed with Hall. He redoubled his efforts 
to secure the formation of a new ministry but it was not until 
December 28 that he had found a leader for it and could accept 
the resignation of the Hall cabinet. On December 31, the list of 
ministers was announced; Bishop ilonrad, as President of the 
Council and Finance Minister, was the only outstanding political 
figure in it.''*® 


VIH 

The refusal of the Danish ministry to follow the advice of the 
foreign envoys was of great value to Bismarck. It had been ■with 
difficulty that he had obtained King William’s assent to regard 
the Treaty of London as binding on Prussia until the November 
Constitution should go into force on January i and thus con- 
summate the violation of the agreements of 1851-1852.*“” Every 
rumor from Copenhagen that Danish policy might change, made 
the King feel that the golden opportunity to free the duchies was 
escaping.*”* If the Danes, by 3delding, had deprived Bismarck of 

‘'•’For details of the cabinet crisis, cf. Necrgaard, Under Jiinigriindloveti, II, 
pp. 971-983; Kricger, Dogliogc/', III, pp. 25-44; C. N. l>a\id, “ Optcgnelscr, ” in 
Historisk Tidiskrifl, 1914, pp. 54-65. For Monrad, cf. especially, P. 'Vedel, "D. G. 
Monrad,” in Bricka, Damk Biografisk Lexikon, XI, pp. 446-457, and Neergaard, 
op. cit., p. 986. 

Ll.Anhang zu den Gedanken und Erinnenwgen vou Otto Furst von Bhmarck, 
I, Nos. 91, 94 fi, 100, 102. 

*■’* Ibid., p. 95. In the Berlin Archives is a copy of a telegram from the Russian 
Legation in Copenhagen to that in Berlin for transmission to St. Petersburg, re- 
porting that the Danish ministry had resigned on December 25 and that the 
Rigsraad was to be reconvened before the end of December. On this King William 
has scrawled: ‘‘Adieu schone Hofinung der Traktat loszukommen. — W. 25/12- 

63.” 
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his plausible justification for action, his hold on his Sovereign 
might have been shaken if not broken. 

Bismarck’s position was being attacked from many sides. 
The attempt of the House of Representatives to influence the 
government’s conduct of foreign policy merely made the King 
hold more closely to his official adviser but the opinions of the 
ambassadors to France and England, of Schleinitz, and of the 
Crown Prince and of other relatives of King William carried 
more weight. ““ Consideration of domestic policy and the revolu- 
tionary direction which^the>|Augustenburg movement seemed 
to be taking, tended to counteract the anti-Bismarck influences. 
Yet if Bismarck’s calculations had gone wrong in foreign policy, 
in the past successes of which the King took great pride,*“it would 
undoubtedly have been difficult, if not impossible, to hold to the 
prudent and skillful line of action which was actually followed. 

Even after the first of January, Bismarck was driven almost to 
despair by the King ’s sympathy for the Augustenburg cause. In 
spite of Bismarck’s opposition. King William went to the Crown 
Prince’s palace on the evening of January 17 to receive a letter 
from Prince Frederick and talked to Samwer, who had brought it, 
in a tone quite different from the formal and cold reply drafted 
by Bismarck and actually sent to Kiel.'®* 

It is, of course, obvious that Bismarck would not have idly 
accepted the check to his plans involved in the withdrawal of the 
November Constitution, the immediate object of the controversy. 
If the Danes had yielded and if he had still remained in office, he 
woffid undoubtedly have renewed the demand for the literal 
fulfilment by the Danish government of the agreements of 1851- 

Cf. Bismarck’s letter to Goltz in Bismarck, Die Gedanken utid Erinnerungen, 
II, pp. r-8; Atu dem Lehen Theodor von Bernhardts, V, pp. 224-227; Max Duncker, 
Politischer Brief tiiecksel aus seinem Nachlass, Nos. 454 £E; Buchanan to Russell, 
Nos. 630 and 631, December 22, 2863 (Record Office, London). 

Kaiser Wilhelms I. Brief e an seine Schwester Alexandrine und deren Sohn, 
No. 60. 

rw Jausen-Samwer, Schleswig-Ilolsteins Befreiung, pp. 201-205 ^.nd appendices 
Nos. ir, 12, r4, rs; Gebauer, Herzog Friedrich VIII, pp. gof; Anhang zu den 
Gedanken und Erinnerungen von Olio Furst von Bismarck, I, Nos. 106 f; M. Duncker, 
Politischer Briefieechsel aus seinem Nachlass, No. 459; Roon, DenkwurdigkeUen, II, 

pp. 173 
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1852.^“ At least, in such a case, however, he would have had to 
face the embarrassment of modifying his line of action and of 
keeping the Schleswig-Holstein question open over grievances 
that, in the e3*es of Austria and the other Great Powers, would 
not justify incisive and positive exploitation. It is difficult to 
imagine how. if Denmark had not remained so flagrantly in 
default, Bismarck could have secured the w'ar which he had 
declared to be necessary for the solution of the Schleswig-Holstein 
question except by taking all the risks involved in putting Prussia 
at the head of the national and liberal movement in Germany. 

DC 

The proceedings in the Diet at Frankfurt on January 14 and 
the Austro-Prussian ultimatum to Denmark on January 16 made 
it clear that the Schleswig-Holstein question had been taken out 
of the hands of the ‘third Gemianj-’by the two Great Powers.**’’ 
The Danish government had been prepared for the ultimatum 
by a telegram from its Legation in Berlin on January 13. The 
imperious form of the document and the forty-eight hour time 
limit aroused mucli resentment. Even Quaade, the new minister 
for foreign affairs, who had favored concession to Germany, now 
came to the conclusion that Austria and Prussia wanted war and 
that it was useless to try to avert it. The Danish King and 
ministers were alive to the danger of the situation but the 
excitement which prevailed in the country and especially in 
Copenhagen made a coup d’etat impracticable and the lime limit 
made the abrogation of the constitution by legal means im- 
possible. There was nothing to do but to reject the ultimatum.*** 
Monrad, who was an amateur in diplomacy, made a rather 
naive attempt to initiate a direct understanding with the Austrian 
minister. He wished, he said, to settle the matter by direct 
conversations with Austria and Prussia, without the parapher- 

Cf pp. 144 f above. 

Cf. pp. 103 f above. 

*'■’ Neergaard, Under Jtinigrundlovcn, II, pp. 1008 ff.; A. I'nis, “Kammerherre 
Quaades Kedeg^relse for sin Intra:delse i Ministeriet Monrad” in PersonalhUlorisk 
Tidssirijt, 7 R., VI, (rgzi), pp. 51-66. 
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nalia of foreign mediation or congress, on the basis of the royal 
proclamation of 1852. He was confident that an agreement 
would be reached in a few days and he was ready to push such an 
agreement through the new Rigsraad. The discussion with 
Baron Brenner showed, however, that agreement was unlikely. 
Promises were no longer enough to satisfy Austria and Prussia 
and, on the other hand. Monrad indicated that Denmark would 
fight to the end before accepting the probable Austrian program 
of Schleswig-Holstein in personal union with Denmark.^'® 

On January 21, the announcement was sent to the Courts of 
London, Paris, St. Petersburg, and Stockholm that the present 
ministry was ready to call the Rigsraad with the least possible 
delay in order to lay before it a law abolishing the Common 
Constitution of November 18, 1863. This constitution should be 
replaced by an organization of the Monarchy answering to the 
royal proclamation of January 28, 1852,^®® as interpreted by 
negotiations under the auspices of the foreign powers. If this 
proposal were accepted, the ministry would hold the elections 
and make the adoption of the new law by the Rigsraad a cabinet 
question.!®'’ 

Monrad seems to have cherished the illusion that Denmark’s 
situation was improved by this offer,!®! which had been suggested 
by the British minister at Copenhagen!®^ and was supported by 
British diplomacy, but it made no impression on the German 
Powers. 

The plan of holding a conference on the Danish question, 
suggested as early as December 15 by Bismarck, had been eagerly 
taken up by the British government and accepted in principle 
by Austria, Russia, and Sweden. But even before a formal 
proposal was made in Lord Russell’s circular of December 31, 
both Napoleon and his minister for foreign affairs, Drouyn de 

Brenner to Rechberg, No. s, Copenhagen, Januaiy ig, 1864 (Vienna Ar- 
chives); Paget to Russell, No. 30, Copenhagen, Januaiy 19, 1864 (Record Office, 
London). 

Cf. p. 13, note 31, above. 

Denmark and Germany, No. 4 , 1864 , No. 813. 

Neegaard, Under Jumgrunclloven, II, pp. 1012 il. 

10* Paget to Russell, No. 16, January 13, 1864 (Record Office, London). 
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Lhuys, showed their unwillingness to accept such a limited 
meeting in place of the greater Congress on which the Emperor ’s 
heart was set.^®® To be sure, Drouyn de Lhuys had stated that 
France would be represented at the conference if all the other 
Powers were, but this conditional acceptance was coupled with a 
series of objections. As soon as Bismarck realized that the 
French government did not really desire the conference, he too 
ceased to show any enthusiasm for The acceptance of the 
conference by the Diet of the German Confederation, which was 
one of the conditions posed by Drou}^ de Lhuys,'®* was not made 
more probable by a French circular to the minor German states 
which emphasised the difficulties in the way of the conference 
and spoke of the London Conference of 1S52 as having resulted in 
only ‘ ‘ mie anivrc impiiissante. ’ 

The British cabinet then made the suggestion to the govern- 
ments of France, Russia, and Sweden that they cooperate in 
pressing Germany to accept the conference.'®'' This was coolly 
received and a proposal for a representation to the Diet at 
Frankfurt that the invasion of Schleswig, a non-German land, 
would be an act of war and that the Diet would incur a heavy 
responsibility in ordering it, met a similar fate.'*® Gorchakov 
reserved his answer until he could consult the Emperor Alexander 
and remarked that it merely perplexed the question to entertain 
a new project until the previous one had been matured and 

Cf. Muret, “La Politique fran^aise dans 1 ’affaire dcs Duchfe.” In support 
of Muret ’s view that the idea of the congress played a great role in Napoleon’s 
policy at the time, cf. Goltz to Bismarck, December 2C, 1863 (Berlin Archives); 
Cowley to Russell, No. 1109, December 25, 1863 (Record Office, London). Colonel 
Claremont, British military attach^ at Paris reported to Earl Cowley on January 
S, 1864, that General Floury had told him that he, Fleury, had told the Emperor 
that the only chance of preserving peace in the duchies was by holding a conference 
to discuss the whole subject, but that he had found the Emperor out of humor and 
disinclined to listen to any such proposition. “J’ai invite a diner et on m’offre it 
dfijeuner. ’ ’ 

r.es Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1S70-1S71, 1 , No. 38. 

■“ Ibid., No. 23. 

IMd., No. 31. 

January s, 1864, Denmark and Germany, No. 4, 1864, No. 613. 

January ro, 1864. Ibid., No. 642. 
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tried.“® Drouyn de Lhuys did not answer Lord Cowley’s written 
communication of the proposition and, when Cowley called in 
person the next afternoon, said that he had not yet had time to 
speak to the Emperor about it.”® 

After the Austro-Prussian ultimatum the British government 
turned to put pressure on Denmark to revoke the constitution 
and on Austria and Prussia to give her time to do so. On Jan- 
uary 18, Earl Russell addressed a note to all the Powers signatory 
to the Treaty of London — ^including Austria and Prussia — 
asking whether they would “concert and co-operate ’’ with Great 
Britain to maintain the Treaty of London and especially to 
uphold the integrity of the Danish Monarchy. On January 23, 
he urged Austria and Prussia to allow Denmark six weeks from 
the first of February to withdraw the constitution in a legal 
manner.”^ On January 26, he proposed that the Powers sign a 
protocol to the following effect: 

Denmark on her part, would engage to convoke without delay the Rigs- 
raad, and to lay before that Assembly on its meeting, a proposal that it 
should revoke the Constitution of November 18, so far as that Constitution 
applied to the Duchy of Schleswig; and Denmark would further engage 
that the Danish Government should employ their utmost efforts in order to 
induce the Rigsraad to consent to such a revocation. 

Austria and Prussia, on their part, would declare that they accepted the 
diplomatic engagement so contracted by Denmark, and as a consequence of 
such acceptance would agree to delay the passage of the Eider by any 
military force until the result of the measures to be taken by Denmark 
should be ascertained.^"’ 

““ Napier to Russell, No. 20, St. Petersburg, January 10, 1864. Gorchakov 
approved the second proposal but only against the action of the lesser German 
states and in the interest of Austria and Prussia. Napier to Russell, No. 21, St. 
Petersburg, January 2r, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Cowley to Russell, No. 70, Paris, January 12, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Denmark and Germany, No. 4 , 1864 , No. 741. 

Ibid., No. 777. 

Ibid., No. 815. Russell’s lack of sense of the realities of the situation is 
illustrated even better by his naive dispatch of January s, 1864 to the British 
ministers at the courts of some of the German states: “In case the vote of the Diet 
should be given in favor of the claims of the Prince of Augustenburg to the sover- 
eignty of Holstein, the Federal troops ought, in the first place evacuate that Duchy 
in order to give the Danes an opportunity of resisting the entry of an invading 
force if they choose to do so. Unless this is done, a fraud will have been committed 
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As might have been expected, no one of these proposals 
was accepted by all the Powers and every attempt to bring 
about collective intervention failed. In London, the press, es- 
pecially the Morning Post, which was supposed to stand in close 
relation to Palmerston, thundered against Germany and held 
out prospects of assistance to Denmark. But although Russell’s 
notes to Germany and the language of the British representatives 
there emphasized the dire consequence to the peace of Europe if 
the Germans crossed the Eider, the Danish minister at London 
listened to quite different language. Russell read him a letter 
from Palmerston in which the latter violently criticized Danish 
policy: “Denmark mustn’t expect that Europe will tolerate 
breaches of treaties and a system of misgovernment [in Schleswig] 
comparable to that practiced by Russia in Poland; Denmark is 
too small and weak for that, and it mustn’t imagine that for its 
sake England will wage war with all of Germany. , . . ’ ’ 

The British cabinet, however, was seriously considering the 
question of armed intervention. At a cabinet meeting on 
January 2, the peace party backed by a letter from the Queen,'’"' 
carried the day and it was decided to seek the cooperation of 
France and the other Powers “before talking about the use in 
any event, of force. ’ On January 5, there was talk in London 
of the Channel P'leet being sent to Copenhagen'” but the majority 
in the cabinet, strongly backed by the Queen, was opposed to 
intervention without the aid of at least one of the Great Powers.”* 
No promise of that could be obtained. 

The Russian government was anxious to prevent the war, but 
less for the sake of Denmark than of averting a breach between 
the German Powers and Great Britain. Gorchakov’s chief 

in the occupation of Holstein, which has taken place under pretence of a Federal 
Execution.” Ibid., No. 614. 

i'*T. Bille to Quaade, London, January 20, 18G4, Nccrgaard, Under Jitni- 
grundloven II, p. rorg. 

^''^Letlers of Queen Victoria, 2nd scries, I, pp. 138-140. 

V® Gladstone to Mrs. Gladstone, January 2, 1864, Morlcy, Gladstone, II, pp. 
104 f. Palmerston was ill and could not attend the meeting. Vitzlhum von Eck- 
stHdt, St. Petersburg and London, II, p. 293. 

Les Origines diplomatiqiies de la guerre de 1 S 70 - 1 S 71 , 1 , No. SS* 

Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, I, p. 233. 



i66 SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 

interest was to maintain the entente of the four Powers against 
France.'” When the news of the Austro-Prussian ultimatum to 
Denmark reached him he declared that he deplored this action, 
but that Russia would never join in any demarche which might 
wound Austria and Prussia. After all, it was better that Schles- 
wig be occupied by them than by the minor states,'*" and he 
advised Denmark not to resist the occupation.'®' In view of this 
attitude it is no wonder that Russian counsels of moderation at 
Berlin and Vienna led to no results.'®® 

Continued efforts of the British government to secure the 
cooperation of France were equally futile. Drouyn de Lhuys 
made no effort to conceal his opinion that the Danish question 
must end in hostilities.'®® “He regretted,” he said, 

the estrangement which circumstances had produced between the British 
and the French governments because he saw no probability of their assuming 
such an attitude together as could alone conjure the dangers which threat- 
ened Europe. The Emperor, therefore, had resolved upon acting with the 
greatest prudence and circumspection in the Danish question. There were 
many reasons which inclined France towards the cause of Denmark. It 
was the cause of an honest government and of an honorable people to whom 
France was attached though rather by the romance of tradition than from 
any interested motive. It was, moreover, a cause sanctioned by a treaty, 

'™Redem to Bismarck, Petersburg, January 8, 1864, (Berlin Archives); 
Bismarck, Bit gesammdten Werke, IV, No. 243; Napier to Russell, telegram, 
January Si 1864. “The leading aims of Prince Gorchakov are to combat the 
notions of democracy and nationality and to control France; he wiU support 
Denmark as far as possible consistently with those objects. ’ ’ Napier to Russell, 
No. S3, January 20, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Redern to Bismarck, No. 8, January 16, 1864 (Berlin Archives). Cf. 
Napier to Russell, No. 55 and S7, January 22, X864 (Record Office, London). 

Neergaard, Under Junignoidlovcn, 11 , p. 1002. 

182 “After the Russian charge d’affaires had communicated to Count Rechberg 
the wish of his Government. . .that six weeks should be granted to Denmark. . . 
he immediately read to [Rechberg] despatches. . .to the effect that the Russian 
Government has full confidence in the intentions of Austria and Prussia with regard 
to Schleswig, and that they are ready to admit that Austria and Prussia have been 
irresistibly impelled to adopt their present policy by a laudable desire to prevent 
the National Party in Germany from taking the lead in this affair, and that they 
hope success will attend their efforts to stem the torrent of revolution which is 
seeking to find an outlet in the question of Schleswig-Holstein." Bloomfield to 
Russell, No. 72, January 28, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

183 Cowley to Russell, No. iig4, Paris, December 26, 1863 (Record Office, 
London). 
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but a treaty containing no guarantee, in which France had, so to say, but a 
sixth responsibility. 

WTiile, therefore, the sympathies of the French government might be 
with Denmark, there was nothing which bound them or made it incumbent 
upon them to interfere by arms in her support. And France would certainly 
not interfere alone, particularly if, as might be apprehended, Austria and 
Prussia were to side with the rest of Germany. When he looked around to 
see who might be the possible allies of France in defense of Denmark, he 
found none that could be counted upon. Russia, even supposing that 
under present circumstances an alliance between Russia and France were 
possible, had enough on her hands at home and was not likely, moreover, to 
engage in hostilities with Germany. Sweden might be willing to take up 
arms in defense of Scandinavian interests, but Sweden up to this time had 
not recovered from the wars of Charles XII and Gustavus III and could be 
of but little assistance. The question of Poland had shown that Great 

Britain could not be relied upon when war was in the distance 

France did not wish a collision single-handed with Germany but would wait 
the development of events.'"'' 

In Cowley’s opinion, the influences which combined to produce 
“this lamentable conduct” of France were: 

1. A rankling disappointment at the failure of the projected Congress, 
and a desire to justify the project in the eyes of the world by the spectacle 
of a conflict which might have been avoided had the project been accepted. 

2. Anger toward Her Majesty’s Government for their imputed aban- 
donment of France on the Polish question. 

3. The possibility that out of the complications something may turn up 
advantageous to France.'^ 

Sir Henry Bulwer, the British ambassador at Constantinople, 
who was returning to his post via Paris, was no more successful 
than Lord Cowley in securing the cordial cooperation of France.*®" 

All that the British government had to show for its efforts 
was an identic note from the Prussian and Austrian ambassadors 
in London which stated that their governments, by basing upon 
the agreements of 1851-52, the rights which they were proceeding 
to enforce upon Denmark, recognized ipso facto the principle of 
the integrity of the Danish Monarchy established by those 

18 ' Cowley to Russell, No. 23, January 3, 1864; cf. Nos. 8g and 161, January 
14 and 2S; (Record Office, London). 

Cowley to Russell, No. 99, January 13, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

1 “ La Tour d’Auvergne to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 152, London, December 13; 
Nos. 160, December 24, 1863 (Paris Archives); H. Bulwer to Russell, Paris, 
January 5, 12, 1864 (Record Office, London). 
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agreements. In occupying Schleswig, the allied Powers had no 
intention of departing from that principle. 

If, however, in consequence of complications which may be brought about 
by the persistence of the Danish Government in its refusal to make good 
the promises of 1851-52 or of the armed resistance of other Powers in the 
Dano-German conflict, the Imperial [Royal] Government were to find 
itself compelled to renounce combinations which would no longer offer 
a result proportionate to the sacrifices which events might impose upon the 
German Powers, definitive arrangements could not be made without the 
concurrence of the Powers who signed the Treaty of London. The British 
government would then find the Imperial [Royal] government ready to 
come to an agreement with it as to the final settlement of the Dano-German 
question.”’ 

Although these notes were dated January 31, they were not 
finally agreed on until February 3 and were presented only on 
February 4, in time for communication to Parliament. As 
hostilities had already commenced at the frontier of Schleswig, 
they were worth little more than the paper on which they were 
written*** 


Denmark and Germany, No. 5, 1864, Nos. 880, 881. 
Cf. Stem, Geschichte Europas, IX, pp. 352, 584 fi. 



CHAPTER V 


THE BEGINNING OF THE WAR. 

I 

On January 20, two days after the rejection by Denmark of 
the Austro-Prussian ultimatum, Field Marshal Wrangel, “der 
aUe‘Abjott DeitscMands’ who had commanded the Prussian 
troops in the War of 1848, took command of the allied forces 
concentrated on the lower Elbe. On the following day, they 
entered Holstein and marched towards the Eider, the occupying 
Saxons and Hanoverians sullenly yielding to them the lines of 
communication in the eastern part of the peninsula. On January 
31, the Danish commander-in-chief, General de Meza, was called 
upon to evacuate Schleswig, and as he refused to do so, on the 
following morning, February i, the Austro-Prussian troops 
crossed the Eider, the Danish outposts falling back before them. 

The Danish defense was based on the famous Dannevirke, a 
line of forts constructed south of the town of Schleswig, with its 
right flank covered by the marshes of the west coast and its left 
by the Schlei, a narrow fiord, extending far into the land. It was 
believed in Copenhagen that this position could be held for a long 
time. But in winter, because of the freezing of some of the bodies 
of water in the system of defenses, it lost part of its natural 
strength. To avoid the cutting off of his army, de Meza decided 
not to await the decisive attack from his numerically superior and 
better organized foe, and, on the night of February 5-6, evacuated 
the position.^ The larger part of the Danish forces was now 
concentrated in the entrenched lines on the peninsula of Diippel 
and in the neighboring island of Alsen, while the cavalry and one 
infantry division retired into Jutland. 

^ Rood, Denkvmrdigkeiten, II, p. 191. 

^ Cf. Neetgaard, Under Juniputtdloven, II, pp. 1049-1056. 
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The allied troops spread over the whole of Schleswig outside 
of Diippel and Alsen, and on February 18, the Prussian advanced 
guard pursued a party of Danes over the frontier of Jutland and 
occupied the town of Kolding in Denmark proper. 

II 

Soon after the outbreak of hostilities, the Danish government 
appealed to England, France, and Russia for aid in the defense 
of Schleswig in conformity with the treaties of guarantee made 
in the eighteenth century and confirmed in 1848. All three 
refused: England would act only in cooperation with France 
and Russia and referred to the declarations of Austria and 
Prussia that they did not have the intention of destroying the 
integrity of the Danish Monarchy; France used a similar 
argument; and Russia, while expressing the intention of doing 
everything possible to restore peace, admonished Denmark to 
fulfil her obligations.® 

An appeal to the Swedish government was equally unsuccessful. 
King Charles XV, spurred on by enthusiasts for the Scandinavian 
cause, would probably have been glad to act but he could neither 
persuade his ministers to intervene without the active support 
of France or England nor could he find others to take their 
places. Manderstrbm, in his reply to Copenhagen, declared that 
he would withdraw nothing of what had previously been said as 
to the solidarity of interest of the Scandinavian states but also 
called attention to his more recent official utterances. He 
emphasized especially the fact that, after the evacuation of the 
Dannevirke, it was no longer a question of defending Schleswig 
but of reconquering it. The strength of the United Kingdoms was 
unquestionably inadequate for that.'* 

At the same time, Manderstrbm turned again to the neutral 
Great Powers and again received unsatisfactory replies. Russell 

’ Koht, Die Stdlmg Norwegens und Schwedetis im detitsch-danischen Konflikl, 
p. 216; Neergaard, Under Junigruiidloven, II, pp. 1123 f 

* Koht, op. cit , pp. 216 £t Cf. Zej Ortgines diplmnaiiques de la guerre de 
1870-1871, 1 , p. 253. On February 14, Count Hamilton gave up his post as Swedish 
minister at Copenhagen. 
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made it dear that England would not act with Sweden alone. 
Drouyn de Lhuys was more evasive: France would not intervene 
now but intended to reserve her freedom of action. Unsuccessful 
at London and Paris and fearful that Russia might actually 
intervene against them, the Swedish-Norwegian ministers con- 
tinued slowly to develop their armed forces but did nothing more 
effective in support of Denmark.® 

Ill 

The British government had failed to avert the invasion of 
Schleswig. In December 1863, Palmerston had written to 
Russell: 

I quite concur in the views you slate, in your letter of yesterday, of the 
matters to which it relates. 

Holstein is part of the German Confederation; and, if the Germans de- 
termine to commit therein an act of gross injustice and of diplomatic 
perfidy, we should content ourselves with a strong and indignant protest. 
But Schleswig is no part of Germany, and its invasion by German troops 
would be an act of war against Denmark, which would in my clear opinion 
entitle Denmark to our active militaiy and naval support. But you and I 
could not announce such a determination without the concurrence of the 
Cabinet and the consent of the Queen.' 

Unfortunately for the reputations of the two statesmen 
concerned, the last condition made it impossible for them to back 
up the strong language they had so often used. A threatening 
paragraph, which Palmerston had wished to include in the 

' Koht, op. cil., pp. 210-231. Cf. Hallendorir, Illusioner och Verklighet and 
Sveriges Bisloria XII, pp. 339-346. Apparently, Drouyn dc Lhuys had not intended 
to discourage the Swedish government from acting in suppoit of Denmark and 
during March and the first half of April, the influence of Fournier, the French 
minister at Stockholm was for intervention. Cf. Les Origiiies diplomatiques de la 
gtierre de 1870-1871, II, Nos. 248, 263, 295, 308, 359, 377, 410, and especially 448; 
and Karnicke to Rechberg, March 10, No. 28B, April 8. No. 37 A-B (Vienna 
Archives). There are traces of secret correspondence between Paris and Stockholm, 
most of which seems not to have survived. For example, a confidential dispatch 
from Drouyn de Lhuys to Fournier of April 21, (Les Origines diplomatiques, II, No. 
448) contains the information that on April 19, Napoleon telegraphed to Charles 
XV: “Dans I’interet de Votre Majesty, je crois qu’il cst maintenant trop tard 
pour faire une manifestation armSe en faveur du Danemark 
' S. Walpole, Lord John Russell, II, p. 388. 
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Queen’s speech -which was read at the opening of Parliament on 
February 4, had to be omitted and the section on the Danish 
question concluded with the tame and colorless statement that 
‘ ‘ Her Majesty -will continue Her efforts in the interest of peace. ’ ’’ 

In the debate in the House of Commons, Palmerston attempted 
to co-ver up the diplomatic defeat by boasting that ‘ ‘ within the 
last very few hours we have received information from the 
Austrian and Prussian governments, that they are prepared to 
declare that they abide by the Treaty of 1852, and will maintain 
the integrity of the Danish monarchy in accordance with the 
terms of that treaty. “ . . . They have now declared, ’ ’ he said 
a little later, “that they mean as soon as possible to send us a 
formal declaration that they abide by the Treaty of 1852; that 
they will maintain the integrity of the Danish monarchy; that 
the invasion of Schleswig, however lamentable it may be and 
however much to be deplored, is not undertaken for the purpose 
of dismembering the Danish monarchy; and they are thus 
committed to evacuate Schleswig whenever the conditions which 
they attach to the entrance shall have been complied with.”' 
In the House of Lords, Earl Russell read the text of the Austro- 
Prussian note of January 31 and his admissions of uncertainty, 
together with the conditions set forth in the note, exposed the 
hollowness of the Prime Minister’s interpretation. 

The public, especially in London, was watching the actions of 
Austria and Prussia with suspicion and anger. The younger 
leaders of the Tory party were eager to assist Denmark and some 
observers believed that a majority in Parliament could have 
been obtained for their policy. But neither Derby nor Disraeli, 
the real leaders of the Opposition, desired war or was ready for 
ofl&ce. In the debates, Russell’s policy of “meddle and muddle” 
was sharply criticised but the position of the cabinet was not 
shaken.^® 

’ Cierpinski, “Die Politik Englands in dcr schleswig-holsteinischen Frage,” 
in Z.f. s.-h. G., XL-V, p. iii; Letters of Queen Victoria, and series, I, p. 154; Fitz- 
mauiice, Granville, I, pp. 457 f. 

* Hansard, 3rd series, CLXXII, col 107 « Ibid., col. in. 

“ Cierpinski, “Die Politik Englands in der schleswig-holsteinischen Frage,” 
in Z.f. s.-h. G., XLV, pp. 103-115; letters of Queen Victoria, and series, I, p. iS4! 
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Within the cabinet, however, the differences condnued. The 
eleventh hour offer of the Danish government to convoke the 
Rigsraad and to lay before it a proposal for the repeal of the 
November Constitution had made a good impression in Downing 
Street.” Hitherto, Earl Russell “had a twinge or feeling” that 
Germany had much right on her side, and that Denmark was 
not a little wrong, but the refusal of the German Powers to delay 
the invasion of Schleswig convinced him that from then on, 
Germany was utterly in the wrong.^- For a moment, to be sure, 
he was so delighted to hear that Bismarck had succeeded in 
winning the King’s consent to the note of January 31 that he 
admitted to the Austrian ambassador “that in the present 
circumstances, Bismarck was the best minister that Prussia 
could have.”i^ It was only with reluctance, however, that he 
acquiesced in the decision of the majority of the cabinet not to 
assist Denmark by force unless France would join in an alliance 
for that purpose.i^ 

The evacuation of the Dannesirke lines, whose strength had 
been greatly overestimated, came as a great surprise. The first 
impression in London was that the war was now really over and 
that Denmark would have to accept the best terms she could 
get.'* 

Henry Greville, who dined with Palmerston on February 6, 
found his host in “high feather.” “He told me,” Greville 
noted in his diary, “the Danes had evacuated Schleswig, and he 

Lang, Sir Stafford Nortlicote, I, pp. 207 fl ; Monypcnny and Buckle, Disraeli, V, 
PP- 343 t-; Malmesbury, Memoirs of an Ex-Minister, II, p. 310. 

“ T. Bille to Quaade, London, January 26, 1864, received February 2 (Copen- 
hagen .Archives). 

“ S. Walpole, Lord John RtisscH, II. p. 389. 

“ In a conversation at the Foreign Office on February 2. “Lord Russell est 
enchants que M. de Bismarck I’ait emportfi en definitive sur les idfies personelles 
du Roi et finit par me faire I’aveu, asscz piquant dans sa bouche, que dans les 
circonstances actuelles, Bismarck fitait Ic mcilleur Minislre qu’on peut avoir en 
Prusse. . ” Apponyi to Rechberg, February 3, 1864 (Vienna Archives). 

S. Walpole, Lord John Russell, II, p. 389. Cf. Fitzmaurice, Granville, I 
pp. 458f; Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd scries, I, pp. 136-159; Russell to Napier 
No. 46, February 10, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

“ Neergaard, Under Junig/randloven, II, pp. 1122 £., citing T. Bille’s report of 
February 10. 
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supposed the fighting was over. He seemed sanguine that the 
allies would keep their word and restore to the King of Denmark 
his dominions, whenever he had revoked the Constitution. ’ ’ To 
Greville’s objection that Austria and Prussia had not been 
strong enough in Germany to resist the cry for the invasion of 
Schleswig, and that it was not impossible that they might feel 
equally weak when it became a question of their retiring from 
that duchy, the Prime Minister expressed the opinion that time 
might do much and that they would see that it would be wiser 
and safer to do what was right. The conduct of Austria and 
Prussia had been inexcusable. They had shown great cowardice 
and should have defied the popular clamor in Germany with a 
much higher hand.“ 

A few days later, Herr Klindworth, the famous secret agent, 
reported to Count Apponyi, the Imperial and Royal ambassador, 
that in years, he had not seen Lord Palmerston in such a state of 
irritation, especially against Austria. “Anger, threats, and 
thirst for vengeance sum up his true feelings towards us. These 
sentiments were the more violent as he purported to have 
counted more on our support and now felt himself isolated, 
impotent, and compromised.” Palmerston complained bitterly 
of the Queen, “who raised difficulties in his way by following a 
policy of her own in espousing the cause of Prussia and in exer- 
cising her influence on the party leaders in Parliament in favor of 
a policy of peace and non-intervention. ’ ’ He spoke even of his 
failure in the matter of the speech from the throne. According to 
Klindworth, Palmerston admitted that his perplexities and 
difficulties were increased by the passive and enigmatic attitude 
of the Emperor of the French. 

[He] now regrets the strained relations with the French cabinet in which 
the rejection of the Congress has placed him and desires a rapprochement at 
any price. If he does not receive overtures from Paris within a fortnight, 
he win himself take the initiative and his aim will be to induce the Emperor 
Napoleon to adopt joint action in the Danish question by giving him carte 
blanche in the Italian. Lord Palmerston accuses Austria of bad faith in the 
Danish business; our alliance with Prussia is, according to him, the biggest 
mistake we could have made; it wiU lead us to ruin. Our policy is alienating 

“ H. Greville, Diaries, 4th series, pp. 17s f. 
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the sympathies not merely of Germany but of the whole of Europe. We will 
end by losing Venetia and Galicia; ‘so much the better’; we will lose Hun- 
gary too, ‘so much the worse’ — (these were his very words); but England 
will stand aside. She can attach no importance to an alliance with a State 
which is in hot water with the half of its peoples. If we had managed to 
satisfy Hungary, as he has always advised us, our position would be quite 
different. It is there that we should find our strength and not in the support 
of the little Kings and Princes of Germany, who, as far as he can see, will 
play us false at the first opportunity. The so-called Federal Reform of last 
summer had at bottom no other object than to secure for us the support of 
Germany in case of an attack on Venetia. That attempt having failed, 
Austria is now trying to reach the same goal by the alliance with Prussia, 
and Lord Palmerston has a strong suspicion that a secret understanding in 
regard to Venetia exists between Vienna and Berlin. What he emphasized 
especially, however, was his conviction that Prussia, in following her present 
policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question, is supported secretly by Prince 

Gortchakoff Alliance with France is still the favorite idea of Prince 

Gortchakoff and he needs to humor Prussia, who is to form the connecting 
link for this alliance.” 

Apponyi, while unwilling to guarantee the accuracy of Klind- 
worth’s observations, confirmed the impression of irritation on 
the part of Palmerston. “The key to the Premier’s irritation is 
his impotence. He senses the fact that the direction of general 
policy is escaping him and that, in the isolation in which he finds 
himself, unable to count on any of the Great Powers and not even 
supported by the Queen and the majority of his colleagues, he 
can undertake nothing ” 

As Palmerston knew that Klindworth was an Austrian secret 
agent‘® and as he had expressed the desire to discuss the general 
situation with him, it is probable that much of what he said was 
intended somewhat less to express his own views than to make 
an impression at Vienna. As he wrote to Earl Russell a few days 
later, ‘ ‘ it was very useful to remind the Austrians privately of 
the danger they were running at home, in Italy, Hungary, and 
Gallicia. ’ 

In a memorandum to the Prime Minister on February 13, 
Russell had proposed that the British government suggest to 

Apponyi to Rechberg, No. ii. A-F., secret, London, February 10, 1864 
(Vienna Archives). 

“ Apponyi to Rechberg, secret, London, May 21, 1862, (Vienna Archives). 

“ Cf. p. 176 below. 
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France that the two Powers offer their mediation to the com- 
batants and that 

if Austria and Prussia refuse mediation, decline to accept the bases 
proposed,®" or insist on terms which are, in the opinion of France and 
England, inconsistent with the integrity and independence of Denmark, 
Great Britain will at once despatch a strong squadron to Copenhagen, and 
France will place a strong corps of troops on the frontiers of the Rhine 
Provinces of Prussia. 

For once Palmerston was more prudent than Russell. “I 
share fully your indignation,” he replied. 

The conduct of Austria and Prussia is incredibly bad, and one or both of 
them will suffer for it before these matters are settled. I rather doubt, 
however, the expediency of taking at the present moment the steps proposed. 
The French Government would probably decline it, unless tempted by the 
suggestion that they should place an armed force on the Rhenish frontier 
in the event of a refusal by Austria and Prussia — ^which refusal we ought to 
reckon upon as nearly certain. The objections which might be urged against 
the measures suggested as the consequences of the refusal of Austria and 
Prussia may be stated to be: First, that we could not for many weeks to 
come send a squadron to the Baltic; and that such a step would not have 
much effect upon the Germans unless it were understood to be a first step 
towards something more; and I doubt whether the Cabinet or the country 
are as yet prepared for active interference. The truth is, that to enter into 
a military conflict with all Germany on continental ground would be a 
serious undertaking. If Sweden and Denmark were actively cooperating 
with us, our 20,000 men might do a good deal; but Austria and Prussia could 
bring 200,000 or 300,000 into the field, and would be joined by the smaller 
German states.®* Secondly, though it is very useful to remind the Austrians 
and the Prussians privately of the danger they are running at home — ^Austria 
in Italy, Hungary, and Galicia; Prussia in her Rhenish provinces — ^yet it 
might not be advisable nor for our own interest to suggest to France an 
attack upon the Prussian Rhenish territory. It would serve Prussia right 
if such an attack were made; and if Prussia remains in the wrong we could 
not take part with her against France. But the conquest of that territory 
by France would be an evil for us and would seriously aflect the position of 

®° “That the bases of the mediation should be the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy and the engagements of 1851-52 as regards the Duchies of Holstein, 
Lauenburg, and Schleswig.’’ 

®* On December 26, 1863, Palmerston had written to Russell: “The Prussians 
are brave and make good soldiers; but all military men who have seen the Prussian 
army at its annual reviews of late years have unequivocally declared tlieir opinion 
that the French would walk over it at will and get without difficulty to Berlin, so 
old-fashioned is it in organization and formation and manoeuvre.’’ S. Walpole, 
Lord John Russell, II, p. 388, n. i. 
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Holland and Belgium. On the whole, I should say that it would be best 
for us to wait awhile before taking any strong step in these matters.^ 

On February ii, the Danish minister in London presented to 
the British government an appeal for support against the German 
Powers. The request was based on the guarantee of Schleswig 
to the Crown of Denmark contained in the Treaty of 1720, which 
had been recognized in 1848 as still binding, and especially on the 
more recent expressions of opinion by British ministers. It was 
probably in consequence of this appeal that Palmerston and 
Russell ordered Sir Alfred Horsfold “to prepare the scheme for 
an English army to be landed on the shore of Denmark. “2® 
The opinion of the cabinet as expressed in meetings on February 
13 and 17, continued to be against single-handed intervention so 
in a dispatch dated February 19, Sir Augustus Paget at Copen- 
hagen was informed that Her Majesty’s government would take 
no steps towards arresting the progress of the present unhappy 
contest until after full consideration and communication with 
France and Russia.®^ Russell added, when communicating this 
dispatch to the Danish minister in London, the statement that 
the correspondence which had taken place with Paris and 
Petersburg gave no reason to believe that either France or Russia 
were prepared to join Great Britain in giving material aid to 
Denmark in support of the integrity of the Danish Monarchy.®® 
Reports that the Austrian fleet was coming to the north and 
rumors that an attack on Copenhagen was intended led to 
renewed activity of both Palmerston and Russell.®® On February 
20, Palmerston wrote to the Duke of Somerset, First Lord of the 

Russell’s memorandum in Walpole, Jj>rd John Russell, II, pp. 389 f.; Pal- 
merston to Russell, February 13, 1864, Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 247!. The 
extracts of Palmerston’s letter in Walpole, op ciU, differ in a few minor words from 
the text quoted. Voelkle, Die Eallung Englands in der deiUsch-ddnischen Frage, 
Herhsl 1863 -Jtdi 1 S 64 , attributes the memorandum to Palmerston, the letter to 
Russell. 

J. F. Maurice, The Balance of Military Power in Europe, p. 15. 

*■* Cf. Sir A. W. Ward in Cambridge History of British Foreign Policy, n, pp. 
S73 f; Les Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 1870 - 71 , 1 , No. 219. 

“ Russell to Paget, No. 43, confidential, February 19, 1864 (Record Office, 
London). 

Letters of Queen Victoria, and series, I, p. 163. 
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Admiralty, that he quite agreed with Russell that a British 
squadron ought to go to Copenhagen as soon as the season per- 
mitted and that it should have orders to prevent any invasion of, 
or attack upon Zealand and Copenhagen. “It is not unlikely 
that Austria and Prussia, reckoning upon our passive attitude, 
contemplate the occupation of Copenhagen, and think to imitate 
what the first Napoleon did at Vienna and Berlin, and mean to 
dictate at the Danish capital their own terms of peace. We should 
be laughed at if we stood by and allowed this to be done.”^^ 
That same evening, Russell sent a warning inquiry to Vienna: 
“Is it intended by the Austrian Government to send their men 
of war to the British Channel? Further, is it intended that they 
should attack Copenhagen? This matter is very serious, and 
should be clearly explained.”®* At the same time Sir Andrew 
Buchanan at Berlin was informed that the invasion of Jutland 
was regarded as “a very serious affair. ”®‘’ On the following day 
February 21, it was decided by the cabinet that the Channel 
Squadron should be ordered home and this decision was duly 
communicated to the Queen.*® At the same time, Earl Russell 
announced to the ambassadors of France and Russia, the inten- 
tion of Great Britain to send a squadron to Copenhagen and 
expressed the wish that France and Russia join in the demonstra- 
tion. Telegrams in this sense were despatched to Cowley at 
Paris and to Napier at Petersburg.** 

Russell’s communications to France and Russia had been 
made, however, without the consent of the cabinet or of the 
Queen. The only decision respecting the fleet which had been 
adopted by the cabinet and approved by Her Majesty had been 
that the fleet should be ordered home in case its presence should 
be necessary to protect British commerce in the Channel and so 

Ashley, Palmerston, II, 249. 

Telegram $ P. M. reported in No. 72 to Bloomfield (Record Ofike, London). 

Telegram 5:10 P. M., reported in No. 88 to Buchanan (Record Office, 
London). 

Letters of Queen Victoria, 2nd series, I, pp. 160 f. 

** Les Origines diplomaliqties de la guerre de 1870 - 1871 , I, Nos. 232, 234; 
Russell to Cowley, telegrams, February 21, 22, to Napier, February 21 (Record 
Office, London). 
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that it would be read}* for any contingencies that might arise. 
Palmerston answered the Queen’s objections with some heat but 
failed to carry the cabinet with him. At a meeting on February 
24, the cabinet, with the exception of Lords Palmerston and 
Westbury,’- was unanimous in condemning the communication 
that had been made and protested against any step of the kind 
being taken which would be looked upon as the first step in 
drifting into war; and particularly against any measure being 
adopted without pre\ious consultation. It was decided that 
Earl Russell was to inform Russia and France that there was no 
more question of sending the fleet to Copenhagen, “the contin- 
gency which alarmed him not having arisen, viz. the attack upon 
Copenhagen by the Austrian fleet. ’ 

IV 

During the first part of February, French policy followed the 
general lines laid down during the preceding months. After the 
first crossing of the frontier of Jutland, however, it seemed for a 
moment as if the Imperial government were prepared to follow 
the suggestion from London and agree on a demonstration in 
favor of Denmark. 

Napoleon and his mouthpiece, Drouyn de Lhuys, had con- 
tributed toward blocking a peaceful settlement by their attitude 
towards the plan of a conference and to the encouragement of 
Prussia by their secret suggestions to Goltz. Napoleon did not 
conceal his joy at the outbreak of hostilities. He purported to 
believe that the development of the Schleswig-Holstein question 
had made the international position of France more favorable 
than that of any other Power. He openly congratulated himself 
that, by his policy, he had convincingly given the lie to the 
suspicions against him and had given proof to the world of his 
disinterestedness and love of peace. It was obvious that Napo- 
leon realized the advantages of a situation that would enable him 
to throw the weight of French power into the balance at a 

® Lord Chancellor. 

“ Letters of Queen Victoria, and series, I, pp. 160-168. 
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favorable moment. At the same time, he took a certain malicious 
delight in the embarrassment of the British Government. In 
conversation with the Austrian ambassador, he discussed the 
possible eventualities of a war of England against Germany and 
each time came to the conclusion that England would not be 
able to do very much. “ It is certain, ’ ’ Metternich wrote,' ‘ that 
he desires that the war come to amuse the public, that England 
intervene in it, and above aU that she remain impotent.”®* 
Napoleon’s pleasure seems to have been alloyed, however, by 
the fact that England was not intervening by force. “It is 
curious, ’ ’ Lord Cowley reported to his government, 

to observe . . . the vexation caused by the seeming determination of Her 
Majesty’s Government not to give material aid to the Danes under present 
circumstances. If I am correctly informed, (for naturally some reserve is 
observed towards me) this irritation is evinced in no measured language by 
the Emperor, by the Government, and in French society in general. That 
the press is very violent I can myself bear witness. In a word the conduct 
of Great Britain is condemned in terms not very agreeable to English 
listeners in society, nor to English readers of the French journals. It would 
almost seem as if some French plan must have been defeated by the passive 
attitude of Her Majesty’s Government.^ 

On January 31, in a discussion with Goltz of the situation that 
might develop out of the occupation of Schleswig, Drouyn de 
Lhuys remarked: “As you see, we remain calm and conciliatory 
and without doubt we will use our influence to prevent European 
complications; but if such arise, well, we will see whether we can 
do any business with Prussia.”®® A few days later, at a dinner 
where the two men were seated together, Drouyn de Lhuys, “in 
a half joking manner,” renewed his confidential suggestions to 
Goltz. 

He said to me that we should annex Schleswig-Holstein, and some of the 
other lands nearby. France would gladly be of help to us and would be 

Metternich to Rechberg, private letter, Paris, February 3, 1864 (Vienna 
Archives). Cf. Goltz to Bismarck, No. 43, February i (Berlin Archives), and 
Cowley to Russell, No. 217, February $ (Record Office, London). 

“ Cowley to Russell, No. 2r7, February 5, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

” Goltz to Bismarck, No. 43, February i, 1864 (Berlin Archives). The 
extract just quoted is published in Oncken, Die SkeinpoUtik Kaiser Napoleons III., 
I, p. 25, n. I, and in Brandenburg, Untersuchungen und Aktenstilcke, p. 416, note. 
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content with compensation which would amount more to an outward satis- 
faction for the French nation than a real equivalent to such an increase in 
the power of Prussia. When I called his attention to the fact that we had 
no such compensation to offer, he remarked that a slight rectification of the 
frontier would be enough to satisfy France; there was, for example, Landau, 
which, so far as he knew, should have been left to France in 1814. He then 
developed the idea that an independent, neutralized state on the model of 
Belgium should be formed out of the Prussian Rhine Province — a thought 
which has often been expressed by the Emperor Napoleon. My question 
whether this state should belong to the German Confederation was answered 
in the negative.®’ 

In his last report dispatched before the dinner conversation 
with Drouyn de Lhuys, Goltz had suggested tltat an official 
exchange of notes with France should no longer be postponed. 
He had, however, suggested that the agreement be on a limited 
and general basis: France to agree to oppose English or Russian 
intervention in favor of Denmark, Prussia to promise general 
support in the Eastern question, insofar as this would not conflict 
with Austrian interests, and readiness to cooperate in realizing 
the Emperor’s plans for a Congress.®® He was opposed, however, 
to any transaction involving changes in Prussian territory and 
limited his reply to Drouyn de Lhuys’ suggestion of a buffer 
state on the Rhine to an exposition of the German and Prussian 
feelings of the population there. He could not, he said, imder- 
stand how Prussia could be expected to give up such loyal and 
flourishing provinces in a territorial deal nor what interest 
France could have in erecting a barrier against Prussia, to whom 
no desire of annexations at the expense of France could be 
attributed. It was, however, inexpedient to carry the discussion 
further at the moment.®® It was not until February 9, that Goltz 
reported the conversation to his government. 

In the meantime, the rapid progress of the allied armies and 
especially, the unexpected evacuation of the Dannevirke, the news 

Goltz to King William, Paris, February 9, 1864, Oncken, Die Rheinpolitik 
Kaiser Napoleons III., I, p. 29. The conversation took place “vor acht Tagen,” 
i. e. probably February 2 or 3. 

Goltz to Bismarck, No. 43, Paris, February i, 1864 (Berlin Archives). 

® Goltz to King William, Paris, February 9, 1864, Oncken, Die RheinpoUtik 
Kaiser Napoleons HI., I, pp. 30 f. 
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of which reached Paris on the evening of February 6, made a 
great, and in Goltz’s opinion, rather displeasing impression.*” 
On the next day, Goltz called on Drouyn de Lhuys in an 
attempt to find out the views of the French government. “You 
find me surrounded by flowers and you are covered with laurels ’ 
was the greeting of the Minister, who was preparing his house 
for a fancy dress ball. He continued in a more serious and 
somewhat less friendly vein, however, in remarking that he still 
regretted this war because the object to be achieved stood in no 
just relation to the sacrifices and did not justify the amount of 
blood shed.*” Goltz replied that the object of the occupation of 
Schleswig really had been to compel the King of Denmark to 
fulfill the agreements of 1851-52 and that the allied powers 
would without doubt have been satisfied with this if Denmark 
had evacuated the province without resistance. He was not in a 
position to say whether or not the Prussian government was 
going to extend its aims because of the resistance but it was a 
question whether the precious blood which had flowed should be 
the price for just a constitution which Denmark might again 
shortly throw to the winds. The preliminary diplomatic skirmish- 
ing was leading nowhere until, in the course of the conversation, 
Drouyn de Lhuys mentioned the Scandinavian union. He 
expressed the opinion that this combination would inevitably 
come into close relationship with Prussia and North Germany 
and would thus enable Prussia to become a respectable sea power, 
which would be in complete accordance with the tendencies of 
French policy. This in turn led to a discussion of the possible 
conditions and aims of a Franco-Prussian alliance.*” Drou)ai de 
Lhuys, who had received no answer from Berlin to his previous 
feeler, remarked that Prussia would not, after all, want to found 
a new minor state in northern Germany but would rather keep 
Schleswig-Holstein and at the same time round out her territories 
in other ways. In return, France would be satisfied with a 
Ibid., pp. 26 f. 

*1 Oncken prints ‘‘landers.” A. Luzio suggests that it must have been 
“lauriers” in the original. Rii>i>,la sloiica ilaliana, 1928, p. 315, note 6. 

“ C£. Metternich to Rechberg, telegram, February 3, 1864 (Vienna Archives). 

" Oncken, op. cU., I, pp. 27 f. 
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rectification of frontier corresponding to the peace settlement of 
1814. “ The Minister, ’ ’ Goltz wrote, 

did not seem to be quite clear in his own mind as to the difference between 
1814 and 1815. He spoke of Landau, of an unsightly angle made by the 
Franco-Prussian frontier, at the same time denying any interest in the low 
grade coal of Saarbriicken, and finally mentioned the possibility of the in- 
corporation of Dutch Limburg with the Kingdom of Netherlands and the 
cession of part of Luxemburg to France. In any case, he said, the latter Power 
would ask for much less than we would acquire. 

Goltz, who had not yet reported the earlier conversation, felt 
called upon to take this opportunity of combating illusions which, 
in his opinion, should never have been entertained and the 
continuance of which could only result in the danger of bitter 
disappointment. “I said to the Minister. . he reported, 

that a policy of annexations corresponded neither to the principles of 
Your Royal Majesty nor to the well-understood interests of Prussia. With 
reference to Schleswig Holstein, which, in view of the not indubitable claims 
of the Prince of Augustenburg, might perhaps come to be regarded as a 
lordless land, there was perhaps room for differences of opinion. The annex- 
ation of other German states, however, would place the governments of 
those that were left in such definite and irreconcileable opposition to Prussia 
that it seemed a real question whether the disadavantages would not out- 
weigh the advantages. Prussian policy must aim at strengthening the bonds 
which linked that Power with the other German states. It must, therefore, 
aim at uniting the forces of the rest of Germany as much as possible under 
Prussian leadership. Considering the preponderance of France and the 
purely defensive character which such a union of the German states would 
have, I really did not see in what way that Power could be in need of a 
compensation. Besides, it would be a most flagrant contradiction to its 
policy of nationalities to want to acquire German land. I regarded it as 
more easily attainable and wiser, to regulate the relations of Prussia and 
France on quite another basis. ‘Is it, ’ I asked the Minister, ‘of no significance 
at all to France that Prussia has no cause to further the forming of a coalition 
[against France] but rather through refusing to join, to make such impos- 
sible? We have had, except for the Polish policy of the preceding year, 
nothing to complain of the Emperor Napoleon’s attitude towards Prussia 
since his accession to the throne. It seems to me very important for France 
by continuing such a policy to interest us in the maintenance of her position. 
Many other things can develop out of this without making over the whole 
map of Europe. We could support the Emperor's idea of a Congress; we 
do not need to object to its being held in Paris; at it, we could be useful to 
France in many questions. 

M. Drouyn de Lhuys admitted that all this would be very valuable, but 
did not conceal the fact that it was less than the Emperor would wish.** 

** Ibid., pp. 31 f. 
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Goltz’s replies to Drouyn de Lhuys merely repeated the policy 
which he had recommended during the past two months. He 
probably knew little of what Bismarck had been saying to 
Talleyrand and the “illusions” which he was attempting to 
destroy were just those which Bismarck had been trying to keep 
alive. The real answer to the French Emperor and minister is 
found in Bismarck’s conversation with Talleyrand at Berlin on 
February 9, before the report of either of the Paris discussions 
had been received. 

There is no reason to suppose that, even if the King had been 
less averse to dealing with France than he actually was, Bismarck 
would have accepted Drouyn de Lhuys’ terms or Goltz’s sugges- 
tions. He continued, however, to give the impression that he 
differed from the King in the aims of his policy and that he was 
more susceptible to temptation. 

The King and the Crown Prince, Bismarck told Talleyrand, 
secretly S3rmpathize with the Prince of Augustenburg. “As for 
me,” he continued, 

my ideas on the Danish question have not changed. Of all the policies 
we could follow, the most inept would be for Prussia to cooperate to establish 
a new German Grand Duchy, to create a Prince who, in time of peace will 
vote against us at Frankfurt and in time of war will compromise us if he 
does not betray us. Believe me, it is not for a nobody" like the Prince of 
Augustenburg that Prussia is spending the blood of its soldiers and the 
money of its treasury. The incorporation of two such fine provinces with 
our monarchy is just made to tempt our ambition; but of aU sovereigns, 
the King is perhaps the most disinterested, and besides, he knows that the 
other Powers will not consent without compensation to an increase of terri- 
tory for him. There remains then, reconcih’ation with Denmark: that is 
what I want and it is in view of that, that I adhere to the principle of the 
integrity of the Danish Monarchy ■"> 

The suggestions of Drouyn de Lhuys to Goltz remained 
unanswered. No wonder, then, that the French Emperor began 
to doubt whether the policy of temptation was a sound one. 
Rumors of a guarantee of Austria’s non-German possessions had 
continued to come to Paris. It was suspected that Prussia was 

pleiitrc. 

" Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, No. 25, February 9, 1864, Les Origines 
diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-71, 1 , pp. 281 f. 
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going to concede this to Austria in return for Austrian support 
in carrying the war beyond the limits originally agreed upon.^^ 
The first reports of the invasion of Jutland naturally confirmed 
the belief that an agreement on this basis had already been 
reached and reports as to the intentions of the Prussian govern- 
ment wdth regard to the disposition of the duchies probably 
added to Napoleon’s suspicions. He had no objection to the 
separation of the duchies from Denmark or to their annexation 
by Prussia but he wanted this to be the result of a Franco- 
Prussian, not of an Austro-Prussian, understanding. 

As late as February 19, Lord Cowley, the British ambassador, 
believed that France would not intervene in the war, although 
the Emperor seemed to desire Great Britain to do so. “During 
a conversation which I had with the Emperor, ’ ’ he reported, 

carried on, however, in the presence of too many persons to admit of its 
leading to any results. His Majesty in speaking with sympathy of the posi- 
tion of Denmark, asked me whether England would not go to her assistance. 
I replied that under the present circumstances it did not seem to be the 
intention of Her Majesty ’s Government to depart from the pacific policy .... 
If France, a great military nation, hesitated at entering the lists with the 
whole of Germany, it was not to be expected that Great Britain, whose army 
was limited, should attempt to cope with such a superior force as Germany 
could put into the field. Without replying to this remark, the Emperor said 
that England might render invaluable aid to the Danish cause by sending a 
fleet to cooperate in the defense of Alsen.® 

This conversation with the Emperor was followed by one with 
Drouyn de Lhuys, who appeared no closer to the British point 
of view than before. 

After the events of the last few months, it was hardly possible to suppose 
that the Duchies would resume their former allegiance to the Danish Crown. 
The utmost that could be hoped for was a personal union between them. 
Perhaps a part of Sleswig might be preserved to Denmark, but even that 
was problematical. He must ask himself, therefore, whether war would be 
justified to obtain such a result. On the other hand, the creation of another 
small state in Germany, and the annc.xation of Denmark to the two other 
Northern Kingdoms would not interfere with the balance of power in Europe, 
except indeed to act as a counterpoise to Russia. Although therefore such a 

Mettcrnich to Rcchberg, No. 8 A-B, February it, 1864 (Vienna Archives). 

Cf. Dbhler, Napoleon III. und die deulsch-diinischc Frage, pp. 54-62. 

® Cowley to Russell, No. 280, February 19, 1864 (Record Office, London). 
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solution of the Dano-Geman question, he repeated, could only be pros- 
pective, he could see nothing to regret in it, were it to be effected, and he 
could not conceive that it would embarrass Her Majesty’s Government.®” 

On the afternoon of February 20, Lord Cowley found that the 
situation had completely changed. 

M. Drouyn de Lhuys proceeded to say that if I had not called upon him’ 
he should have requested to see me, in order to speak to me respecting the 
latest intelligence which he had received from Germany. This represented 
M. de Bismarck as making arrangements for the disposal of the Duchies of 
Schleswig-Holstein, and as menacing Saxony with military occupation if she 

opposed the policy of Prussia. In the disposal of the Duchies M. de 

Bismarck seemed to consult Russian and Prussian interests alone, for it 
was upon some member of the House of Oldenburg,®* brought up at St. 
Petersburg, that the Sovereignty of the Duchies was, according to M. de 
Bismarck’s notions, to be conferred, an arrangement that would be all but 
tantamount to giving them to Prussia herself. A scheme of this nature 
would alter the complexion of the Dano-German question, and the success 
of it, he did not hesitate to teU me, would not be seen with indifference by 
France. 

Then again the invasion of Jutland proved that the two Great German 
Powers were quite indifferent to the means by which they might accomplish 
their ends.®® 

Adverting then to the conversation I had with him a few days ago®® 

M. Drouyn de Lhuys said that he had been much struck with the observa- 
tions which I had made to him as to the influence necessarily exercised over 
the policy of Her Majesty’s Govermnent by the attitude of France — that he 
had recounted that conversation to the Emperor, and had asked His Ma- 
jesty whether he had done right in giving me the assurance that the solution 
of the Dano-German question ■which Jlis Majesty was most desirous to see 
effected was the maintenance of the settlement of 1852, and that speaking of a 
Scandinavian Monarchy, Bfls Majesty had in view, what might possibly, 
rather than what w'ould probably occur. The Emperor had permitted 
him to give this assurance and had added that the expectant attitude which 
His Majesty had taken, had been dictated solely by the feeling of respon- 
sibility which would weigh upon him in engaging in a war with Germany, 

®“ Ibid. In a dispatch of February 20 , Cowley speaks of these conversations 
as having occurred “a few days ago.” 

®* On February 15 , Prussia signed a treaty with Oldenburg for a naval station 
at the mouth of the Jahde. Cf. Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870- 
1871, 1, No. 218 and p. 341 . 

®® A similar communication was made to Earl Russell by the Prince de La 
Tour d ’Auvergne at London on February 21 and undoubtedly influenced Russell’s 
statements about the fleet. Cf. Xer Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-71, 
I, p. 346 . 

®® Cf. p. i8s abovei 
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and by the apprehension of the selfish views which would immediately be 
attributed to him. 

Lord Cowley thought it prudent not to call the minister’s 
attention to the change in language and replied merely that 
“Her Majesty’s Government fully appreciated the difficulties 
of the Emperor ’s position, and would, I did not doubt, acknow- 
ledge the prudence of his conduct in avoiding hostilities with 
Germany. I asked myself, however, whether something might 
not be effected for Denmark by the united efforts of Great 
Britain, France and Sweden without inflicting the horrors of 

war upon France and Germany ” Drouyn de Lhuys replied 

that he would take an early opportunity of speaking to the 
Emperor on the subject.’^ 

That evening, Drouyn de Lhuys telegraphed to Vienna and 
Berlin to ask whether Austria and Prussia intended to recall to 
Schleswig the troops which had entered Jutland.®® At about the 
same time, Goltz sent to Bismarck a warning telegram that 
France was preparing to adopt an unfavorable attitude towards 
Prussia.®® The Prussian ambassador had noted with alarm that 

** Cowley to Russell, No. 282; February 20, 1864, Received February 22. 
This dispatch was received too late to influence the decision to send the British 
fleet to Copenhagen, which was communicated to the French Ambassador on Feb- 
ruary 21. But on February 20, at 5:15 P. M., Cowley despatched a telegram to 
Russell: “ . . . There are symptoms which coincide with the opinion expressed in 
your private letter of yesterday.” Cowley to Russell, No. 281, February 20, 
(Record Office, London). Russell’s letter begins: “1 should not be surprized if 
the wrangling in Germany should induce the Emperor to turn once more to us for 
an intimate alliance. In that case you cannot say more than that you will at once 
transmit the suggestion to London.” (Record Office, London, G. D. 22: 106.) On 
February 21, Cowley telegraphed: “The invasion of Jutland and the Prussian 
threat to occupy Saxony have made a great impression here, and we might profit 
by the moment, if we think it advisable. Perhaps cooperation in a naval dem- 
onstration might be obtained.” On the same day, Russell received from the 
French ambassador, the information contained in Drouyn de Lhuys’ dispatch of 
February ig, Les Origines diplontatiques de la guerre de 1S70-71, 1 , No. 223. 

“ February 21, 1864, 8:30 P. M. Les Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 
1870-71, 1 , No. 230. Thimme suggests that Talleyrand acted on his own initiative. 
He has overlooked the note in Les Origines diplomaliques which states that the 
telegram cited was sent to Talleyrand as well as to Gramont. Bismarck, Die 
gesammellen Werke, IV, p. 33s, note i to No. 281. 

“ H. Oncken, Die Rkeinpolitik Kaiser Napoleons III., I, p. 32, note i. 
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the press, which, until a few days before, had maintained an 
attitude not unfavorable to the policy of Austria and Prussia in 
the Danish question, had adopted a tone which reminded him 
of the worst days of the Polish crisis. The change was simul- 
taneous and so unanimous that he could only conclude that it was 
based on instructions from the government. 

The alleged obscurity as to the real object of the war, the occupation of 
various points in the Duchy of Holstein by Prussian troops, newspaper 
reports of an inspection of the harbor and vicinity of Kiel in view of the 
erection of fortifications, the mobilisation of the 8th army corps interpreted 
as a demonstration against Saxony — ^all these circumstances were exploited 
by papers of every shade of opinion to ascribe ambitious intentions to Your 
Majesty’s Government. At the same time, the attitude of the German 
‘middle’ and ‘small’ states was praised as ‘national,’ Austria was treated 
tenderly by the governmental press, the heroic struggle of Denmark against 
the overwhelming might of two Great Powers was glorified, and, finally, in 
the radical papers, references were made to the policy of Henry IV, Louis 
XIH, and Louis XIV, with emphasis on the point that France had always 
been the protector of the liberty of Germany, which is now again threatened 
by Austria and Prussia. 

Goltz remembered, too, that Drouyn de Lhuys had repeatedly 
said that the ostensible object of the war stood in no reasonable 
relation to the expenditure of treasure and blood.^'' He was 
struck by the way in which, after for some days avoiding conver- 
sations with him, both the Emperor and Empress now treated 
the Austrian ambassador with marked attention and seemed to 
be trying to sow suspicion between the allies. He had been 
warned by leaders of the Orleanist and Legitimist parties, notably 
Thiers and Berryer, of an impending shift in the Imperial policy. 
The more long drawn out the struggle in Schleswig, the more 
obstinate the Danish resistance, the more would public opinion 
in Europe and especially in France take sides with Denmark. 
Napoleon would take advantage of this to put through his aims. 
Last, but surely not least, on February 20, the chief of the Paris 
branch of the House of Rothschild had shown the liveliest 
apprehension that the war could no longer be localised. He had, 
he told Goltz, the most alarming news from London: such 
passion had overpowered the English statesmen that they would 

Cf. p. 182 above, 
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be capable of buying the aid of France for the rescue of Denmark, 
even at the price of the left bank of the Rhine.'® 

On the morning of the twenty-first, Goltz received ofi&cial news 
of the crossing of the frontier of Jutland and of the intention of 
the allied Powers to remain in occupation of Kolding. At the 
first opportunity that afternoon, he called on Drouyn de Lhuys 
to explain the situation to him. The frontier of Jutland had been 
crossed not by order of the governments but as a result of events 
in the theater of operations. Military considerations, the pro- 
tection of the allied forces in Schleswig and the operations against 
Diippel and Alsen, made it undesirable to give up the position in 
Kolding and the threat to the rest of Jutland. Denmark ob- 
viously regarded hersdf at war with the German Powers as 
shown by the capture of German ships and the blockade of the 
coast. Under these circumstances the operations could hardly 
be limited to the occupation of Schleswig but must aim at forcing 
an acceptable peace as soon as possible. Even the extension of 
operations in Jutland could hardly justify a change in attitude 
on the part of the neutral Powers. 

Drouyn de LhuA's replied that Prussia and Austria had gone 
on so rapidly that the Imperial government would have to 
consider whether it could look on passively any longer. He could 
not, he said, express an opinion on this point without obtaining 
the commands of the Emperor, with whom he claimed not to 
have discussed the situation since the evacuation of the Danne- 
virke.^ He did point out, however, that the altitude at Paris 
was changing and repealed the argument that this change was 
resulting from the unequal combat, the advance of the German 
Powers from one aim to another, and the obscurity of their 
ultimate aims. “First we had seized Holstein on the pretext 
of Federal Execution, then although this security should have 
been enough for Schleswig too, we had occupied that duchy as a 
‘material guarantee’; we had declared, though in not very dear 

Cl., however, p, 176 above. 

“ The British Ambassador reports that a council was held on the morning of 
February 21. Cf. p. 193 below. Drouyn de Lhuys’ statement that he had not 
discussed the situation with the Emperor since the first week in February seems 
patently incredible. 
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terms, that we only wanted to enforce the stipulations of 1851-52; 
now we advance into Jutland and are going on to ‘exterminate’ 
the Danes; for what else can we intend in ruining Denmark 
financially, taking one province after another from them, and 
finally getting on to Copenhagen?” 

Goltz’s reply was a defense of the two German Powers. 
Thanks to their moderating influence, the Diet, which had wanted 
to occupy Holstein in favor of the Prince of Augustenburg and 
in contradiction with the Treaty of London, had voted and 
carried out Federal Execution in Federal territory. Then, in the 
interest of maintaining the Treaty of London, the two Great 
Powers had announced and carried out the occupation of Schles- 
wig as a pledge for the fulfilment of the conditions precedent to 
that treaty. The two operations were quite distinct in object 
and in aim. The formal statement which had preceded the 
march into Schleswig stated that armed resistance on the part of 
Denmark might lead the two Powers to go beyond the stip- 
ulations of 1851-52, but that if, in consequence of this, the 
integrity of the Danish Monarchy were called in question, an 
agreement with the co-signataries of the Treaty of London would 
be reached. The intention of going beyond that limit had not 
yet been expressed although the first named eventuality had 
come about through the resistance of Denmark. How far beyond 
the stipulations of 1851-52, Prussia and Austria would go and 
what new combinations would be sought, could not be stated in 
advance without encouraging Denmark to continued resistance 
and promising what perhaps could not be carried out in the face 
of public opinion after great sacrifices. Goltz then argued that 
the smallness of a state should not secure impunity for its 
actions and pointed his statements from the recent history of 
France and England. ‘‘No one wants to exterminate the Danes 
and unfortunately we can’t swim to Copenhagen. So long, 
however, as the Danes neither fulfil their obligations nor com- 
pletely abandon Schleswig as a pledge, but rather try to destroy 
German commerce, we would be fully justified in carrying the 
war into Jutland. That, nevertheless, has not yet come to pass. ’ ’ 

Drouyn de Lhuys replied that so long as it was merely a 
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question of Holstein, France had been unwilling to interfere in a 
conflict which was claimed to be a question of German domestic 
politics. The seizure of Schleswig had given the affair an inter- 
national character but France had still remained a passive 
spectator. The invasion of Jutland would compel the French 
government to take into consideration what its attitude should 
be towards an act which had created a sensation in London and 
Stockholm. The British and Swedish cabinets had approached 
the Imperial government in tliis matter and it would have to 
decide what answer to make. ‘‘The two German Powers have 
declared that they are acting in the interests of Germany; but 
the Federal Diet, which is certainly Gennan, disapproves of their 
action. It is, besides, hardly credible that a war like this is 
undertaken merely to replace 30 or 50 Danish schoolmasters by 
German. ’ ’ 

Goltz attempted to rebut these arguments, too. “The last 
remark of the Minister, ’ ’ he wrote, 

I answered with the counter question as to whether he really believed that 
we wished to conquer the duchies. . I reminded him that in various 
confidential conversations he had raised the idea of getting the duchies for 
Prussia but that this had always been decidedly rejected by me as involving 
too dangerous a policy. These utterances of mine, 1 had reported con- 
fidentially to Your Majesty’s Minister Piesident and had never received 
the slightest indication in reply that my view of the situation was not shared 
by him. It was hard for me to see how any such suspicions could be held on 
the part of France. 

Drouyn de Lbuys answered that the suspicions were based solely 
on the obscurity of Prussian policy and the lack of proportion 
between the object expressed and the means employed. All this 
was, he repeated, an academic conversation as he did not know 
the Emperor’s intentions. 

When Goltz asked what Drouyn de Lhuys would advise the 
Prussian government to do to avert the threatened complications, 
the French minister came at once to the real point of the interview. 

Drouyn de Lhuys replied that it was difficult to give advice seeing that 
we had already gone so far. He could only recommend that, if we wanted 
to limit ourselves to the ‘little question, ’ we should express our intentions 
as soon as possible and as clearly and moderately as possible. If, on the 
contrary, we were aiming at a solution of the ‘big question,’ there were 
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three possible cases: the solution we wanted would be either harmful or 
indifferent or advantageous to France. In the first case, France would 
definitely oppose it; in the second, would maintain her present passive 
attitude; in the third, he would want to know in advance so that he could 
support it. In any case, France could not look on with indifference, if new 
combinations in northern Europe were created without her cooperation. 

During most of the conversation, the tone and attitude of the 
French minister reminded Goltz of the Polish crisis; the con- 
clusion, however, was as friendly and confidential as the other 
discussions of the same subject during the past few months.®" 
On the morning of February 22, however, the attitude of 
Drouyn de Lhuys was again what it had been during the earlier 
negotiations. The telegram of the French ambassador in London 
that Great Britain expected to send the fleet to Copenhagen had 
been followed late on the night of the 21st by a second which 
announced that Lord Russell regarded the explanations given 
by the Austrian and Prussian ambassadors as sufficient at least 
to suspend the resolutions previously taken.®* “Under these 
circumstances, ’ ’ said Drouyn de Lhuys to Cowley, ‘ ‘ the proposal 
which you make to me falls to the ground, and there is no occasion 
for me to take further notice of it. ’ ’ He had conversed at length 
with the Emperor on the subject of giving material assistance to 
Denmark and had found him determined to be very circumspect.®® 
The return to this policy is not surprising. The reasons which 
Drouyn de Lhuys gave for not taking part in the war were as 
valid in February as in January. In case of hostilities with 
Germany, Great Britain could limit herself to naval demonstra- 
tions and blockade, France would be exposed to the full weight of 
a national war.®® The interesting problem is to explain the 
temporary change of attitude shown by Drouyn de Lhuys in his 
conversation with Cowley on February 20. 

Goltz to King William, Paris, February 21, 1S64, Oncken, Die Rheinpolitik 
Kaiser Napoleons III , I, No. 14 

Les Origines diplomahques de la guerre de 1870 - 1871 , 1 , No. 233. 

“ Cowley to Kussell, No. 289, February 22, 1864 (Record OfiSce, London). 

“ Cowley to Russell, No. 289, February 22, 1864 (Record Oifice, London). 
Cf. Drouyn de Lhuys to La Tour d’Auvergne, February 23, 1864, Les Origines 
diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870 - 1 871 , II, No. 245. Cf . V. Duruy, Notes et Souvenirs, 
II, p. 118; Randon, Mimoires, II, p. 91. 
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Lord Cowley believed that the influence of certain ministers 
who favored the entente with England, and the news of the 
invasion of Jutland, accompanied by reports of the intentions of 
the Prussian government with regard to the duchies, determined 
Napoleon to take a more active part than he had yet done in the 
Dano-German question.®^ “I should inform your Lordship, ’ ’ he 
wrote to Russell on February 23, 

that sometime back, despairing of inducing M. Drouyn de Lhuys to 
advocate toUi the Emperor a more conciliatory polity with Her Majesty’s 
Government, I had endeavored through other Ministers, whom I know to 
be well inclined to the re-establishment of a better understanding between 
the two Governments, to effect this desirable end. I believe that the counsels 
tendered by these Ministers to tire Emperor, aided by other adventitious 
adrnce, had produced a certain effect when the news of the invasion of Jut- 
land. accompanied by reports of the aim aird intention of the Prussian 
Government with regard to the Danish Duchies, determined His Majesty 
to take a more active part than he had yet done in the Dano-German 
question. This determination was conveyed to M. Drouyn de Lhuys after 
the council on Saturday [February 21], and led to the conversation which I 
had with His Excellency on Saturday afternoon. M. Drouyn de Lhuys had 
not been prepared for the change in the Emperor's views, but he acquiesced 
in them rather than risk his place, and in his desire to please Flis Majesty 
possibly exaggerated the Emperor’s intentions. But he did not the less 
disapprove. I have reason to believe that he put himself in communication 
with Prince hletternich, w'ho naturally, under present circumstances cannot 
be supposed to favour any understanding betwxen Gieat Britain and France. 
Prince Metternich has the Empress’s ear and sees her when he pleases. He 
did see her on Saturday, and if I am correctly informed, again on Monday. 
Her Majesty ’s present antipathy to England is no secret. In her, therefore. 
Prince Metternich and JI. Drouyn de Lhuj’s found a willing ally. Unfor- 
tunately the Prince de la Tour d’Auvergne’s second telegram of Sunday™ 
came to their aid. It was represented to the Emperor that no dependence 
was to be placed in Her Majesty’s Government — that the slightest assurance 
given by the German Powers was sufficient to modify their policy and that 
the only safe course for France to pursue was to maintain her expectant 
attitude. The Emperor yielded to the.se insinuations.™ 

0* Under February 19, Vicl Castcl notes: “Des renseignements positifs per- 
mettent d’aflSrmer que 1 ’Alliance Anglo-Francaife est uii fait accompU. Cette 
alliance se combine avec Ic concours dc I'TtaUe ct elle a pom forraule la d6fensc de 
I’int^gritg du Danemark.” Memoires, VI, p. 306. 

Cf. note 61 above. 

“ Cowley to Russell, No. 299, February 23, 1864 (Record Office, London). 
Cf. telegram, February 24, noon: “Rouher told mu last night that with patience 
all would come right — that Metternich had alarmed the Emperor by stating that 
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Goltz had no doubt but that the entrance of the German 
troops into Jutland, the feeling of sympathy for the weaker side, 
and respect for public opinion were pretexts for the sudden 
imfriendly attitude of the French government. In his opinion 
the reasons which seemed to determine the Emperor Napoleon 
to adopt a more active policy in favor of Denmark were the 
cooperation of Prussia with Austria, the apparent limitation of 
the object of the war to the constitutional reorganization of the 
Danish monarchy and the consequent sidetracking of his cherish- 
ed idea of the Scandinavian union, and irritation at the reserve 
of the Prussian government in its relations with him.®'' 

The assurances from Berlin and Vienna as to the accidental 
character of the advance into Jutland®® indicated that the 
Austro-Prussian agreement was not yet an accomplished fact. 
Additional information about the mission of General Manteuffel 
to Vienna tended to confirm this.®® Napoleon, then, could afford 
to wait to see what Bismarck would have to say about affairs. 
It was not yet clear that his hopes were vain. 

The ill-humor of the French government lasted only a few 
days. Count Goltz attributed the return to a passive attitude 
especially to the fact that England would not accept the condi- 
tions necessary to secure Napoleon ’s cooperation.''® It is probable, 
however, that the most significant explanation of the restored 
good humor of Paris appears in the telegram which Drouyn de 
Lhuys sent to Talleyrand on February 25. 

I have received your private letter of the 23rd. Let Bismarck take the 
initiative but try to get him to make his overtures more definite. Don’t 
lay too much stress on the evacuation of Kolding; speak of it as a matter 
of form.’i 

a combined movement on the part of England and France would keep Austria and 
Prussia together, whereas Austria desired to get out of the scrape.” (Record 
Office, London). 

'' Goltz to King William, February 22, 1864, Oncken,Dje RheinpolUik Kaiser 
Napoleons III., I, No. 15. 

Les Orighies dipUnnaliqnes de la guerre de 1870-1871, 1 , Nos. 231, 235. 

® Ihid., II, No. 236. 

Goltz to King William, February 24, 1864, Oncken, op. cit., p. 42. 

Les Orighies diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871, II, No. 266. 
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Talleyrand’s private letter of February 23rd is unknown. In 
a confidential dispatch of that date, he reports a conversation 
with Bismarck in which the latter gave him the Prussian version 
of the Kolding incident. In reply to his question whether the 
occupation of that city was to be taken as the prelude to the 
invasion of Jutland, Bismarck replied that in his opinion, the 
extension of the campaign to Jutland was called for by the naval 
operations of the Danes. “We have seized Schleswig,” he said, 

as a security for the fulfilment of obligations incurred with respect to 
the Elbe duchies. Today, our ships aie being captured by the Danes at 
sea and in port; we must seek another pledge if we arc not going to remain 
unarmed against the naval attacks of our opponents. We would, in my 
opinion, incur well deserved reproach if we accepted such injury without 
reprisal. That is what I am trying to make the Cabinet of Vienna under- 
stand and it is that which General von Manteuffcl is instructed to explain. 
But Austria stiU refuses to consent to the entry of the allied troops into 
Jutland. On the other side, Russia, apprehensive of a Scandinavian union, 
lays stress on an armistice, a conference, and the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy. England threatens us and, if Prussia has to meet the opposition 
of France in addition, she uill have to call a halt, for she cannot alienate the 
four Great Powers 

In the course of the conversation, Talleyrand brought up again 
the mission of General von Manteuffel to Vienna and the 
disadvantages of negotiating at this moment about a campaign 
in Jutland. “M. de Bismarck,” he writes, “has understood it 
as I do, for he told me mthout being asked, that he was going to 
telegraph the King’s aide-de-camp not to press the cabinet of 
Vienna but to leave the decision to it. ’ It may have been in 
this connection or, less probably, in the discussion of the British 
proposal for a conference, that Bismarck let drop the hints which 
Talleyrand thought worthy of a private letter. 

After the receipt of Drouyn de Lhuys ’ telegram of February 
25, Talleyrand had a confidential and interesting conversation 
with Bismarck. ‘ ‘ I should have little to report to you today, ’ ’ 
Talleyrand wrote in a confidential dispatch on February 26, “if 
M. de Bismarck had not yesterday, in an interview which took 
on an intimate and confidential character, read me a report 
addressed to the King by Count von der Goltz. The ambassador 

Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871, 11, No. 249 . 
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draws in it a rather gloomy picture of the present disposition of 
the Imperial government toward Prussia, and it seems that this 
report has made as painful an impression on the King as on his 
minister, for whom I thought it my duty to attenuate its colors. ’ ’ 
After he had finished reading the document, Bismarck explained 
that he knew that Goltz was easily impressed and that he, 
Bismarck, did not attach quite as much importance to the 
symptoms and facts reported. He could not, however, but be 
struck by some of them. Talleyrand responded that it was true 
that the representatives of the foreign Powers in Paris often had 
to take precautions against misleading information supplied by 
hostile or interested sources. The newspapers did indeed reflect 
public opinion on this war and did not need to be inspired by the 
government. The Emperor, “with his habitual sagacity,” had 
foreshadowed in his letter to the Prince of Augustenburg this 
shift of opinion in favor of Denmark, “and you know,” Talley- 
rand added, 

' ‘the extent to which His Majesty attempts to place his conduct and that 
of his government in accord with public sentiment.” 

“It is true,” Bismarck said, “but admit that that makes it difficult for 
a foreign Power to attach itself intimately to French policy, if that is based 
upon prevailing sentiment.” “Based?” I replied, “No; but certainly in- 
fluenced by opinion. ’ ’ 

‘ ‘hi. Drouyn de Lhuys is then agreed that the situation has changed? ’ ’ 
‘ ‘I must confirm, ’ ’ [Talleyrand went on] ‘ ‘that M. von der Goltz has made 
an accurate repoit of the words of M. Drouyn de Lhuys. The plain lan- 
guage which our minister used to your ambassador gives clear proof of the 
desire to check your advance along a path which is dangerous and com- 
promising our good relations; but my own impression of the situation differs 
somewhat from that of Count von der Goltz in his appraisal of the general 
situation. My correspondence bears no trace of the change of sentiment of 
which he informs you; on the contrary' our confidential relations are looked 
on with favor at Paris and I am rather encouraged to proceed with them 
than bidden to let them drop.” 

“If empty rumors or false appearances have deceived Herr von der 
Goltz,” Bismarck replied, “he does not the less incur heavy responsibility 
in echoing them, for, as you will admit, a report such as I have just read to 
you is well calculated to make an impression on a government. Some days 
before sending Ilerr von Manteuffel to Vienna to negotiate on the campaign 
in Jutland and on our differences with the Confederation, the King asked 
me: ‘What is the state of our relations with France?’ I replied to him, 
‘Very good, Sire, for the present, and I hope also for the future. ’ I must 
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confess that after having received the information from our ambassador, I 
thought that I had been a little rash, and I modified the instructions for 
General von Manteuflel. For, ” he added with a smile, ‘ ‘from the moment 
that you show us facciaferocc, it is necessary for us to put ourselves on good 
terms with Austria. ’ ’ 

Talleyrand saw Bismarck again on the 26th but had nothing 
new to add to the above discussion. He was convinced, he 
reported, that for the moment, Austria was more than ever the 
decisive factor in the decisions to be made with regard to both 
Denmark and the German Confederation. ‘ ‘ The Prussian Court, 
as Your E.xce]Ienc)' knows, has consented to join in a conference 
on the Danish-German question. I doubt that at bottom people 
here expect it to come to pass; at least, M. de Bismarck said to 
me yesterday, speaking of the situation and the eventualities he 
looked for: ‘We are s*ill only at the prologue.’ 

Without the private correspondence of Talleyrand and Drouyn 
de Lhuys, which apparentl}' cannot be found, it is risky to draw 
too definite conclusions about the influence of Bismarck’s words 
on the French government. The e\fldence that we have, however, 
suggests that Napoleon, at least, looked with favor on Bismarck 
and that Bismarck did his best to nourish illusions in Paris by 
hints of more intimate relations of Prussia with France, by 
statements of the influence of France on Prusso-Austrian rela- 
tions, and by suggestions of eventual complications growing out 
of the existing situation. 

A tradition grew up in French diplomatic circles that at this 
period in February, 1864, France had been ready to intervene 
in the struggle but that the withdrawal of Great Britain made the 
Emperor decide not to do so.^'* Tliis seems to be an error. The 
shift in the attitude of the French goveriimenl was so sudden and 
so quickly abandoned that it appears to have been due to a 
nervous outburst of ill-temper rather than to any real desire to 
intervene by force. It was calculated perhaps as an incitement 
to Great Britain to adopt a more active policy,’® but more 

Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, February 26, 1,^64, confidential, Les 
Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 1S70-1S7], II, No 27s. 

Cf. J. Hansen, Les Coulisses de la diplomatic, lArt-Z-W’/O, pp. 10-15. 

™ "... .One fact may be taken for granted; namely, the solicitude of the 
Imperial Government to see Great Britain actively engaged in the struggle which 
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probably as a warning to Bismarck.’^* If France entered the war. 
it would be for reasons more important than the invasion of 
Jutland.^’ 


V 

The Russian government showed even less inclination than 
the French to join Great Britain in a demonstration in the Baltic. 
Lord Napier, the British ambassador at Petersburg, called on 
Prince Gorchakov on the morning of February 23 and communi- 
cated to him the substance of Earl Russell’s telegram of the 
preceding day that Her Majesty’s government judged it desirable 
to send a squadron to the Baltic and that they would be glad to 
learn that Russia and France would cooperate for the protection 
of Copenhagen, a demonstration, for the present, however, 
merely of a mediatory character. GorchaJcov, who had already 
heard of this from Baron Brunnow, his ambassador at London, 
replied that the question would have to be referred for decision 
to the Emperor. For his own part, he could only say that he 
would not be disinclined to join with England in such a step, as 
it was his earnest desire to continue to act in harmony with that 
Power, but as the Gulf of Finland was frozen until May, the 
Russian squadron could not appear in the Baltic before the 
middle of that month. To Napier’s suggestion that there were 
Russian vessels of war in the ports of the United States, which 
might be employed to cooperate with the British ships, Gorchakov 

is pursuing in the North . . . . ” Cowley to Russell, No. 299, February 23, r864, 
most confidential, (Record Office, London). 

“M. de Bismarck persiste considerer 1 ’incident de I’interpellation de 
la France I’figard de Kolding comme definitivement vidS. Selon lui la France se 

montre satisfaite des explications transmiscs par le Baron Talleyrand An und 

fiir sich sei aber das Verhaltniss zu Fiankrmch ein gespanntes. Indem das fran- 
zdsische Cabinet die Absicht voranstelle die Situation zu klaren, liesse sich dessen 
Sprache Preussen gegenuber dahin resumiren — wir wollen mit Euch Freunde oder 
Feinde scin. Versuche einer directen Verstandigung mit Preussen fanden in ein- 

dringlicher Weise statt. Man wolle die .Allianz der beiden Machte spalten ” 

Karolyi to Rechberg, telegram No. 58, February 29, 1864, 11:44 A. M. (Vienna 
Archives). 

Cf. Adelsvard to Manderstrom, Paris, February 24, 1864, Koht, DieStellung 
Norwegens utid Schwedens im deutsch-dinischen Konfiikt, pp. 319 f. 
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objected that even these vessels could not be recalled and reach 
the Baltic in less than two months and that, in any case, they 
were of a class too insipiificant to be sent on this service. If 
Russia appeared before Copenhagen, she must appear with 
befitting dignity, with vessels of commensurate force and dimen- 
sions. 

As he had already made the communication to Prince Gor- 
chakov and telegraphed the reply to London, Lord Napier 
thought it best not to withdraw the overture when he received a 
telegraphic order not to act on his previous instructions.’® 

On Februaiy ^4. Napier was informed that there was no case 
at present for sending the fleet to the Baltic and the question was 
dropped. Gorchakov, who had persisted in regarding the entry 
of the Prussian troops into Jutland as a military operation which 
did not in the least invalidate the political pledges given by the 
governments of Austria and Prussia in regard to the integrity 
of the Danish Monarchy, expressed his approval of the change in 
the plans of the British government. He told Lord Napier that 
he agreed with the mew taken by Russell on this subject. The 
invasion of Jutland by the Austro-Prussian forces had naturally 
aroused the apprehension of Her Majesty's government and he 
would have been ver\' reluctant to separate himself from England 
in a demonstration of that character. The recent declarations 
of the Austrian and Prussian cabinets might, however, naturally 
justify abstention from the action pre\uously contemplated.’* 
Lord Napier reported that although Gorchakov approved of 
the resolution of the British goveinment not to send its fleet to 
the Baltic at the moment, he did imt regret that they considered 
the measure and made it known. * ’ The \’icc-Chanccllor thinks, ’ ’ 
Napier wrote, 

that the attitude taken by Her Majesty’s Government had a good effect 
at Vienna and Berlin. The decision of the Empeior with reference to the 
cooperation of the Russian squadron with that of Her Majesty’s Govern- 

Telegrams, Russell to Napier, February 22 , 23, 24, 1864; Napier to Russell, 
February 23, 5 40 P. M., February 24, r2 20 A. M , Napier to Russell, No 24, 
February 23, r864 (Record Office, London) 

Najrier to Russell, Nos. 119, 132. February 20, 23, 1864 (Record Office, 
London). 
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ment was not communicated to me. I risk nothing, however, in asserting 
that the sentiments of the Emperor would have been found to be conformable 
to those of the Minister on this subject and that the Russian flag would 
not have been wanting eventually if Her Majesty’s Government had per- 
severed in their intention to support their mediation by a naval demonstra- 
tion. 

Her Majesty’s Government can best judge whether the presence of 
the allied fleets before Copenhagen might not in certain contingencies be 
useful not only as a mark of sympathy and as a means of support to 
the Danish Monarchy, but also with a view to confirm the authority of 
the sovereign and the Government in a capital which appeared to be 
dangerously agitated by democratic and national passions. I find the 
Russian Government much impressed by the influence exerted in these 
affairs by the townspeople at Copenhagen, who shape the resolutions of the 
administration to the prejudice of the country, the voice of which remains 
unheard or inoperative. ““ 

In his memoirs, Lord Redesdale, who was attached to the 
British Embassy at Petersburg at this time, insists even more 
vehemently that Russia would have followed the lead which 
Napier so obviously wished his government to take in support of 
Denmark.®' Even disregarding the fact that the Russian fleet 
on account of ice probably could not have reached Copenhagen 
before the middle of May,®® it seems improbable that the Russian 
government would have intervened with anything but words. 
Both Gorchakov and the Emperor regarded it as very important 
to support the conservative policies of Rechberg and Bismarck 
and to do all in their power not to allow the thread to be broken 
which attached the cabinets of Berlin and Vienna to the engage- 
ments of 1852.®® The Russian government seems to have regarded 
it of even greater importance to block any action that might 
break up the combination of England, Austria, Prussia, and 
Russia that had formed against Napoleon’s Congress scheme.®® 

Gorchakov frequently impressed upon the Austrian and Prus- 
sian governments the importance of moderation in the Danish 

Napiei to Russell, No. 137, confidential, March i, 1864 (Record OfiSce, 
London). 

Memories, I, p. 238; Further Memories, p. 302. 

“ Napier to Russell, No. 156, March 16, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

“ Napier to Russell, No. 106, February 16, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Napier to Russell, No. most confidential, March 18, 1864 (Record 
Office, London). 
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question and especially of doing nothing that might force 
England to take action, but he did not conceal the fact that 
Russia would not use force.*' The rumors of secret treaties, a 
revived Holy Alliance, were without foundation, but the policy of 
Russia continued favorable to Austria and Prussia. 

VI 

The news of the occupation of Kolding came as an unwelcome 
surprise to Bismarck.*' The convention of January i6 provided 
for the occupation of Schleswig only. The Austrian government 
feared that the invasion of the Kingdom of Denmark would be 
the signal for a general European war and the Emperor Francis 
Joseph had given the commander of the Austrian troops strict 
orders not to enter Jutland. Because of this attitude of Austria, 
Field Marshal Wrangel received on the morning of February i6 
telegraphic orders from King WiUiam that the allied operations 
should be limited to the territory of the duchies. This order, 
however, had not been communicated to the troops “lest it have 
a depressing effect on their morale.”*’ The campaign had pro- 
ceeded so rapidly that the military events had outstripped the 
diplomatic preparation. 

The negotiations for the extension of operations began on 
February i6. Moltkc had recommended Ihc occupation of 
Jutland and, if necessary, of some of the Danish islands, as the 
only means of forcing the Danish government to accept terms of 
peace. To overcome the Austrian hesitation, General Edwin von 
Manteuffel was sent on a special mission to Vienna. He was 
successful and on March 6, Bismarck and Karolyi signed the 
formal agreement, which was communicated to the other powers 
in a note dated March 7-®® 

“ Knorring to Rechberg, Vienna, February 22, 1864; Thun to Rechberg, 
telegram, February 22, 1864 (Vienna .Vrehives). Cf p ifiO .ibove. 

“ Bismarck, Die gesamnulten Wake, IV, Nos. 270, 275, 305. 

Der deufsch-daniiclie Kricg, 1 S 64 , 1 , pp. 230 £. 

®* Les Origiiies diplomatique^ de la guerre du 1 S 70 - 1 S 7 1 , II, No. 303; Cf. Sybel, 
Begrundung dcs deulschen Reiches, III, pp. 256-267, Friedjung, Kampf urn die Vor~ 
herrschafl in Deutschland, I, pp 87 f; Deutsch-danisehe Krieg, 1864 , 1 , pp. 309-312 
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The terms of the new convention represented a compromise 
but one that turned more to the advantage of Bismarck than of 
Austria. The Austrians agreed to support the invasion of 
Jutland, which the Prussians had wished to make a major 
operation to enable them to insist on the evacuation of Diippel 
and of the island of Alsen®® as conditions of an armistice; the 
Prussians agreed to press the siege of Duppel.°“ The Austrians 
agreed that, as the hostilities foreseen in Article V of the conven- 
tion of January i6 had actually broken out, the negotiations could 
no longer be on the basis of the agreements of 1851-52; in return, 
the Prussians agreed that at the prospective conference, Austria 
and Prussia would propose peace conditions on the basis of a real 
union of the duchies in personal union with Denmark. 

and App. 32; Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, pp. 314-330; Boon, Denk- 
wiirdigkeiten, II, pp. 209 f. 

“ The only points of the duchy of Schleswig still occupied by Danish troops. 

““ Protocol of Council of Ministers under the presidency of the Emperor, 
Vienna, March 2, 1864. During the discussion of the new agreement with Pnissia, 
the Emperor said that “die Invasion Jutlands, vom rein milithrischen Standpunkte 
aus, nicht hinlanglich motivirt sei, AUerhdcbst-diesselben aber die Zustimmung 
dazu aus den Grunde nicht verweigem zu sollen erachten, weil es bloss durch das 
Eingehen auf diese preussische Lieblingsid£e mbglich ward zu erwirken dass die 
Einnahme der DUppler Schanzen als Hauptobjekt in der Vordergrtlnd gestellt 

wurde, wahrend die Freussen bisher noch nicht daran wollten ” (Vienna 

Archives). 
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THE LONDON CONFERENCE. 

I 

The war had hardly begun before Earl Russell again took up 
negotiations for a conference of the Powers to put an end to 
hostilities. But it was not until the last week in March that the 
formal invitations could be issued and not until nearly a month 
later that the conference met. 

There were several reasons for the delay. In the first place, 
it was hoped that an armistice could be arranged before the 
conference. But the belligerents would not agree on terms and, 
indeed, it required nearly three weeks of the time of the confer- 
ence to bring one about. In the second place, the Danish 
government was, for several weeks, unwilling to accept a con- 
ference at all, on account of the excited state of national feeling 
in Copenhagen.' It also tried to set up as a condition for the 
conference, the basis of the Treaty of London.^ But as the 

* Paget to Russell, telegram, Fchiuarj' 23. 1S64 (Record Office, London). 

* ‘ [Quaade said] that, nc^ crthcless the feeling of the countrj w as, and it was shared 
by most of the Cabinet, that Ocnmaik was now in so bad a position for negotiating 
that it would be better to trust to the chapter of accidents for the chance of things 
turning to their advantage. The hope was not so much in the spontaneous action 

of the different Governments its in the force of public opinion acting on them 

[Monrad] admitted the possibility of some understanding between France and 
Sweden, but he did not consider that it necessarily folloa cd that it would be un- 
favorable to this country. France, he said, would attack Germany in the summer 
in concert with Italy. — Denmark would be the ally of France, and France would 
not betray her. — He expressed, moreover, the conviction that England and France 
would ere long be drawn closer together, and nothing would tend more to this end 
than if the reported alliance between Russia and Prussia (wliich His Excellency 
iirformed me he had seen mentioned in the last newspapers) turned out to be a fact. 

” Paget to Russell, No 139, March g, 1864, confidential (Record Office, 

London). 

® Paget to Russell, telegram, March ii, 1864 (Record Office, London). “We 
s hall be ready perhaps to go into a conference,'’ M. Monrad added, “without a 
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German Confederation, which had been invited to participate, 
was not a party to the Treaty, this created more difficulty and 
took more time. In the third place, the election of the represen- 
tative of the Diet and the drawing up of his instructions was a 
slow process. Bismarck secretly worked to drag this out in order 
to give the Prussian forces time to capture the lines of Diippel 
before the opening of the conference.® This was accomplished 
on April i 8 . The date for the opening had been postponed from 
April 12 to April 20, but the meeting on that date was a purely 
formal one. The representative of the Diet had not yet reached 
London and those of Austria and Prussia declined to attend 
without him.^ 


II 

The military situation, when the Conference met to discuss 
the fate of the duchies, was in favor of the German Powers. They 
had defeated the Danes in every major action on land and held 
all of the mainland of the Danish Monarchy. Of Schleswig, the 
Danes retained only the island of Alsen and a few other islands 
of no strategic importance. At the last moment before the 
armistice, the Danish fleet had driven an Austrian squadron, 
which had been sent to the North Sea to protect German corn- 

basis next October or, if Zealand is successfully attacked, before that period, but 
we cannot do so now.” Paget to Russell, No. 157, March 16, 1864 (Record Office, 
London). 

® Telegram dated Kolding, March ii, 1864: "Der Kronprinz wiinsche sehr 
. . . , dass die Konferenz-Unterhandlungen 14 Tage oder 3 Wochen in die L^ge 
gezogen werden, um Duppel vorher zu nehmen.” Draft answer in Bismarck’s 
hand: “Antw; Dem Wunsche Sr. K. H. wird, u. wie ich glaube mit Erfolg, ent- 
sprochen werden.” Copy of telegram, Flensburg, April 8, 1864: “An welchem 
Tage tritt der Conferenz zusammen? Friedrich Wilhelm, Kronprinz.” “Antwort: 
Berlin den 8. April 1864. Zusammentritt noch heute unbestimmt. Ich lehne 
soeben eincn von Oesterreich befiirwortete englische Antrag auf Eroffnung am 12* 
und sofortige Vertagung bis zur Theilnahme des Bundes ab. Der Bund wird vom 
20* ab bereit zur Theilnahme sein und wir haben deshalb heut nach Wien 
vorgcschlagen, den 24*™ in Aussicht zu nehmen. Wenn es militarisch nothwendig 
ist, woruber ich Mittheilung bitte, so halten wir die Eroffnung jedenfaUs bis 20* 
auf.” (Berlin Archives). Duppel was stormed on April 18. 

* Details of the negotiations leading up to the Conference in Neeigaaid, 
Under Jmigrundloven, II, pp. 1126-1144. 
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merce, into the shelter of neutral Helgoland. But this success 
hardly matched the advantage held on land by the Germans. 

The diplomatic situation, too, was unfavorable to Denmark. 
At the conference, Denmark could count upon the support of 
Sweden but the value of that depended upon the attitude of the 
Great Powers, especially Great Britain and France. Baron 
Brunnow could be depended upon to uphold the Treaty of 
London in the discussions but Russia had shown again and again 
that she had no intention of supporting Denmark beyond that 
point. For really effective support, the Danes were dependent 
on Great Britain and France. Yet the breach between those two 
Powers, which for a moment in February had seemed to be 
healed, had widened again in March and April.® 

In spite of the increasing coolness of their relations, the British 
government, on the eve of the conference, again attempted to 
secure an understanding wth France. For this purpose. Lord 
Clarendon, was sent to Paris to see Napoleon, whose respect and 
friendship he enjoyed to a higher degree than any of the other 
British ministers.® Napoleon received him with much personal 
S3unpathy but showed clearly that his cooperation in favor of 
Denmark could not be counted on. 

“The Emperor seems desirous,” Clarendon reported, 

that his policy with respect to Denmark should not be misunderstood by 
us. He said that there was no denying that we had received a gros souflet 
with respect to Poland from Russia, and that to got another from Germany 
without resenting it was more than he could stand, as he wouhl have fallen 
into contempt. He could not therefore join us in strong language to the 
German Powers, not being prepared to go to lear with them. The question did 
not touch the dignity or the interests of France, and caused no excitement 
here. The Corps Legislatif faithfully represented public opinion here, 
which was for peace, now that France had had glors’ enough to save her 
from the charge brought against Louis Philippe of being servile to the 
foreigner. He w.as determined not to go to war for another reason, viz. 

5 Cf. Ollivicr, L’F.mpirc lihSral, VII, pp. 85. 87 f., WcUeslcy, The Paris Em- 
bassy during the Second Empire, pp. 263 IT. 

“ He had been chief British plenipotentiary at the Congress of Paris. He was 
in Paris from April 13 to 18, 1864 and had conversations with the Emperor on April 
14 and 1$. Preliminary soundings and prepaiations for the mission had been made 
through Henry Reeve and Achille Fould at Paris. Cf. J. K. Laughton, Memoirs 
of the Life and Correspondence cf Henry Reeve, II, pp. 103 f. 
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that France would look for some compensation on the Rhine, and that 
would set all Europe against him. The universal belief that he wanted to 
extend the French frontier in this direction made him doubly cautious. 
The policy of nationalities was popular in France and congenial to his own 
feelings. He could not, therefore, be party to replacing the Holsteiners 
under the rule of Denmark which they detested; and, as his great desire 
was to see Venetia wrested from Austria and restored to Italy, he could not 
lay himself open to the charge of pursuing one policy on the Eider and a 
totally different one on the Po.’ 

It is possible that a frank acceptance of the Emperor’s program 
in Venetia and an agreement not to oppose his satisfying his 
people by a rectification of their northeastern frontier might have 
overcome Napoleon’s dread of a war with Germany.® Just as in 
February, however, the British statesmen regarded this as a great 
evil.® A lesser evil would be the sacrifice of part of Denmark’s 
desires. For it must be remembered that Austria and Prussia 
were still ostensibly maintaining the principle of the integrity of 
the Danish Monarchy and had agreed not to depart from it 
except in concert with the other Powers.'® It was still possible 
that at the conference the essential interests of Great Britain 
could be protected. 


in 

The chief reason for the failure of Clarendon’s mission in Paris 
was undoubtedly the fact that Napoleon was waiting for the 
answer to a new proposal made to Prussia. 

' Walpole, Russell, II, pp. 390 f. Cf. Clarendon to Lady Clarendon April 16, 
1864, Maxwell, Clarendon, II, p. 291; to Delane, May 2, 1864, Dasent, John 
Thadeus Delane, II, p. 102. 

* Cf. Dohler, Napoleon III und die dctilsch-ddnische Frage, pp. 59 f- In a 
report to the Danish Foreign Office dated April 8, 1864, Admiral Steen Bille, who 
was in Paris on a mission from Christian IX, reports that in answer to his remark 
that the Danish government had hoped for France’s effective support for the land 
that had been Napoleon I ’s last ally and as a result of that bad lost half its territory, 
Napoleon III replied that an eventual war with Prussia demanded no little prepa- 
ration. Bille said that the general opinion in Europe was that France was always 
prepared for war, to which Napoleon answered that this was a point upon which 
there existed many illusions. Neergaard, Under Junigrundloven, II, p. 1148, note 
2. It is a curious coincidence that on that very day, a revolt broke out in Algeria, 
that required great efforts on the part of the French army to suppress. 

• Cf. p. 176 above. 

Cf. p. 168 above. 
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As the preliminary negotiations for the conference had ap- 
proached their conclusion, the French government, which had 
hitherto been verj* reserved, came out with a suggestion for the 
settlement. In a dispatch to the ambassador in London, on 
March 12, Drou3m de Lhu3's indicated the difficulties in the way 
of upholding the Treaty of London and pointed out that 

The cause and distinguishing characteiistic of this conflict is dearly the 
rivalrj’ of the populations that make up the Danish Monarchy. There 
exists in each of them a national sentiment, the strength of which cannot 
be doubted. AMiat is more natural, then, in default of a unanimously ac- 
cepted principle, to take as a basis, the wishes of the population? This way, 
in conformity with the true interests of the two parties, seems to us most 
suited for bringing about an equitable arrangement and to offer a guarantee 
of its stabilitj'. In calling for the application of a principle of our public law 
and in claiming for Denmark as for Germanv the benefit of this principle, 
we believe that we are proposing the lustest and easiest solution of this 
question." 

The Danish government was urged to accept this principle in 
a note of March 27, and it was communicated to the other Great 
Powers and to the chief states of Germany in a circular of 
March 29.'^ 

Great Britain, Russia, and Austria had serious objections. 
The British ministers were apparently ready to accept the 
division of Schleswig between Holstein and Denmark but regard- 
ed the French proposal as much too radical. To consult the 
population, Russell and Palmerston admitted, might be the way 
to solve the problem of the mixed zone in Schleswig but if the 
principle were adopted by Great Britain and France before the 
conference had made its decision, it would certainly be opposed 
by a majority of the participants. The verj’ suggestion, Russell 
declared, might prevent, or at least paralyze, the results to be 
hoped for from the discussion.” Gorchakov found the time and 
place most inopportune for consulting the popular will and em- 
phasized the importance of holding as closely as possible to the 

" Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870 - 1 S 71 , II, No. 34g. 

“ Ibid., Nos 378, 383 

“ Ibid., Nos. 3SS. 368, 39s, 396. The Prince of Wales was especially angered 
by the suggestion, which threatened the integrity of his father-in-law’s dominions. 
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Treaty of London.^* The Austrian government rejected the plan 
most definitely and vigorously of all. Any recognition of the 
principle of self-deterirunation of peoples was dangerous to the 
Austrian state.‘® Bismarck, as usual, showed himself more 
accommodating. He, too, had objectionsbut they were to details, 
not to the principle, which along with the rights of the Princely 
Houses, international treaties, and the “political convenience” 
of the Powers, formed one of the important factors to be taken 
into account by the conference.'® 

Napoleon can hardly have been so naive as to suppose that his 
principle would be accepted as the basis for the conference. 
The Duke of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha, who had gone to Paris to win 
the Emperor’s support for the Prince of Augustenburg, believed 
that he had inspired the French dispatch of March 20, but Goltz 
reported to Bismarck that the details of what Napoleon said to 
Duke Ernest went in no way beyond what he, Goltz, had known 
for four months.'^ It is probable that Napoleon wanted to gain 
the sympathy of the German Liberals and almost certain that he 
hoped to sow discord between the other Powers.'* Rumors of the 
revival of the Holy Alliance, which became frequent at this time, 
seemed to have been confirmed by the Austrian proclamation of 
the state of siege in Galicia although Gorchakov denied the 

“ Ibid., No. 400. “The Prince. . .added, in speaking to the French charge 
d’affaires that if ever there was a locality and a time in which it was impracticable 
to give effect to the popular vote in an impartial manner, that locality was in the 
Danish Duchies and that time was the present one. In order to obtain an unbiased 
expression of opinion, it would be requiate to withdraw the .Austrian and Prussian 
forces from Jutland and Schleswig, to expel the Prince of Augustenburg, to permit 
the Danish functionaries to return to many of the places from which they had been 
arbitaiily removed, to withdraw the civil authorities of the allied governments; 
was such a project practicable and if not what was the use of the present proposal? ’ ’ 
Napier to Russell, No. 193, .April 5, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870 - 187 J, 11 , Nos. 401, 404. 

Ibid., No. 408. Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, Nos. 326, 332. 

*■ Ernst II., Ajm mehtem Leben, III, pp. 409-417: Mager, Berzog Ernst 11 ' 
mid die schleswig-holsteinische Frage, pp. 68-71; Goltz to Bismarck, No. gs, 
March 20, 1864, Hahnsen, Ursprung und Geschichte des Artikels V des Prager 
Friedens, I, No. 6. 

18 Sybel, Die Begrilndimg des deutschen Reiches, III, p. 296, believes that the 
proposal was intended as a blow against Austria. 
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existence or the intention of any such treaty. There were also 
rumors of a treaty for common action against France in the 
question of the Danubian Principalities and a British ‘Blue 
Book’ on the Schleswig-Holstein question had contained a 
dispatch which quoted Gorchakov as alluding to a question in 
which England, Austria, Prussia, and Russia were acting in 
harmony. According to the Russian ambassador in Paris, “the 
very notion even of a defensive combination of the European 
Powers opposed to the designs of France is intolerable to the 
French Sovereign: if such a combination existed, the Emperor 
would fed bound to shatter it in pieces.’’*" Lord Cowley, the 
British ambassador at Paris, believed that Napoleon hoped to 
divide Austria and Prussia and to gain the sympathy of the 
German people as a set-off against the feelings of the rulers and 
govemments."” 

At any rate, the French dispatch of March 20 was followed by 
confidential overtures to Russia and to Prussia. Of the former, 
little can be said. On March 14, Gorchakov asked the French 
charge d'affaires to call on him and then spoke most confidentially 
of the Imperial ukazes in favor of the Polish peasants as offering 
the opportunity for a rapprochement of France and Russia as 
they gave French public opinion the desired satisfaction. Drouyn 
de Lhuys replied on March 25, expressing his pleasure at the 
views of Prince Gorchakov and his doubt as to whether the 
measures of the Russian government were adequate to restore 
peace and order in Poland. “A political alliance,’’ he added, 

does not consist of reciprocal assurances of good will and of friendship. 
It manifests itself by practical agreement of opinion on the questions arising 
from day to day in the natural corurse of events. It cannot fail to furnish 
the two governments frequent opportunities to make common cause. We 
therefore attached a great value, tmder the circumstances, to securing the 
cooperation of Russia, and the Cabinet of St. Petersburg will find us ready 
to receive in an amicable spirit the communications which it may have to 

“ Napier to Russell, No. i66, most confidential, March i8, 1864 (Record 
Office, London). Cf. Les Origines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870 - 1871 , II, Nos. 
332, 333, 337; Napier to Russell, No. 131, March 13, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Cowley to Russell, No. 438, confidential, ^ril 6, 1864 (Record Office, 
London). 
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make to us, as well as on our part to set forth the ideas which we believe in 
conformity with the interests of the two Powers.*^ 

The hint was not taken and the negotiation seems to have 
come to an end. Gorchakov told the British ambassador of a 
letter addressed by M. Drouyn de Lhuys to the French charge 
d'affaires in which overtures were made for a reconciliation 
between France and Russia. To these proposals he said he had 
replied as before “that he regrets that the course pursued by the 
French Emperor in a question vital to Russia has produced an 
alienation between the two cabinets, that he would be happy to 
see a greater cordiality restored between them by the return of 
France to a more friendly and conservative policy. ’ 

The negotiations with Prussia were more serious. On the 
afternoon of April 9, after a meeting of the Council of Ministers 
in the Tuileries, Drouyn de Lhuys had a long conversation with 
Count Goltz in which he expressed his desire to reach an under- 
standing with Prussia for common action at the conference. 
The British plan, to have the principle of the integrity of the 
Danish Monarchy and the order of succession based on the Treaty 
of London confirmed by a new convention and then to leave to 
the belligerents the task of reaching an agreement on the position 
of the duchies in the monarchy, was not, in the opinion of the 
French government, adapted to bring about a real settlement.®’ 
It could hardly be acceptable to the German Powers and France, 
too, was ready to oppose it for it would leave the affair much as 
it had been from 1852 to 1863. After all that had happened the 
Treaty of London could hardly be maintained intact. The 
personal union of the united duchies with Denmark would not, 
in the long run, satisfy either side. A much better solution, the 
French minister .suggested, would be the complete separation of 
Holstein and of southern Schleswig from the Danish Monarchy, 
taking, perhaps, as the frontier, the projected Baltic-North Sea 

“ Les Ongines diplomatiques de la guerre de 1 ST 0 - 1 S 71 , II, Nos. 334, 369. 

- Napier to Russell, No. 187, secret and confidential, April 5, 1864 (Record 
Office, London). 

The plan seems to have been suggested to the British ministers by Baron 
Brunnow, the Russian ambassador at London; Les Origines diplomatiques de la 
pterre de 187 ( 1 - 1871 , II, No. 409. 
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Canal which Bismarck had brought to the attention of the 
French government.^ On this point, the opinion of the popula- 
tion would have to be taken. The French government would 
not insist on the form of a plebiscite nor on universal suffrage but 
would be willing to accept the vote of a regularly elected represen- 
tative body. If this vote turned out in favor of founding an 
independent state under the Augustenburg dynasty, France 
would not oppose this; although she was not bound in any way 
to the Prince and would regret very much the creation of a new 
little duchy. If, on the other hand, the vote should turn out to 
be for union with Prussia, France would be ready to adopt this 
solution in the conference. She would ask in return for this not 
the slightest cession of territory but would be satisfied with the 
compensation which a frank and firm entente would offer her in 
other spheres. 

Prussian expansion in this direction would not be unwelcome 
to France. In connection with the plan of a canal, it might be 
made acceptable to all parlies concerned. The Emperor, who 
had enthusiastically supported the plans for the Suez and 
Panama Canals, would be interested in this one too. The 
territories^^ in question, in receiving such a valuable artery of 
commerce which would bring increased prosperity and in being 
united with a powerful state whose model administration would 
help them develop and increase their rich resources, would be 
reconciled to the loss of the mixed and, perhaps even, to a part 
of the pure German districts of Schleswig. Even the Danes, 
who were prepared for the loss of Holstein, would not be opposed 
to the cession of such a small part of Schleswig, when they were 
convinced of the value of the canal, which would bring the two 
peoples closer to each other, and especially when they realized 
that the proposed solution would ensure their future peace. 
Germany would surely prefer to see the territory, to which Lauen. 
burg would be added in exchange for the mixed districts of 

On March 31, Goltz had been instructed to try to interest Napoleon in 
the project of a Baltic-North Sea ship canal. Poschinger, Akienstucke zur Wirt- 
schajtspolitik des Furslen Bismarck, I, pp i8f ; Bismarck, Die gcsamtnellcH Werke, 
IV, No. 326. Cf . Les Origines dtplimotiques de la game de 1870-1871, II, No. 407. 

“ Schleswig-Holstein. 
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Schleswig, free from foreign rule and in the hands of a German 
Great Power, which could use them effectively for the develop- 
ment of German trade and of German sea power. Even the 
German “Middle States’ must certainly be glad to see the 
ambitions attributed to Prussia satisfied in this direction. If 
England could raise itself above petty maritime jealousy, it 
could have no serious scruples against the combination in 
question. It would not, it was true, be pleasing to Vienna; 
perhaps not to Petersburg either, but Russia would not be able 
to go bej'ond high-sounding phrases and would therefore accept 
the situation rather than risk her good relations with Prussia, 
while France would even renounce the idea of a d3mastic union 
of the three Scandinavian kingdoms. Only in such a far-reaching 
solution would Prussia find the possibility of coming out of this 
bloody war with honor and profit and with the prospect of a 
complete reconciliation with the opposition at home and in 
Germany. 

A proposition of this nature, “new, startling, and vast,’’ 
supported at the Conference by two such powers as France and 
Prussia, would be the more irresistible as aU the other partici- 
pants would be either di^dded or advocating solutions which 
were antiquated, impracticable, or rmacceptable to one or the 
other side. 

After developing his ideas on the subject in full detail, Drouyn 
de Lhuys assured Goltz that they met ^dth the complete approval 
of the Emperor. He was not, he said, in a position to make a 
formal proposition in the name of the Emperor but if the Prussian 
government agreed with his view's, the Emperor would accept 
them and nothing w'ould remain but to make the agreement 
formal.-® 

On the evening of April 9, a telegram from Goltz arrived at 
Berlin. It contained merely the information that there was on 
the way a letter containing “a very important offer from France, 

“ Goltz to Bismarck, April 9, 1864. Bismarck and die Xordscldesaigscke 
Frage 1S64-1S79, No. 2. Cf. Sybel, Die Begrundung des deuischen Reiches, HE, 
pp. 300 f. and Brandenburg, UnUrsuckungen and Akteastucie zur Ceschidile der 
Reichsgfriindung, pp. 417 fi. 
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which may have decisive influence on the instructions for the 
London Conference. On the evening of April ii, Goltz 
telegraphed again to ask for a preliminary expression of opinion 
by telegraph as Lord Clarendon was expected in Paris the next 
day.-® The letter with the details of the French offer did not, 
however, arrive at the Foreign Office in Berlin until sometime 
after noon on April 12.“ 

The French proposal again placed Bismarck in a delicate 
position. If he rejected it, Napoleon might decide to act with 
Great Britain; if he accepted it, he would break his agreement to 
settle the future of the duchies in concert with Austria.®” But, as 
usual, he managed to keep the advantage of operating with both 
Powers. 

By April 14, when Clarendon had his first audience with 
Napoleon, the Emperor had received from Talleyrand a favorable 
impression of Bismarck ’s reception of his overtures, and, Drouyn 
de Lhuys promised Goltz. he would adopt a reserved attitude 
towards Great Britain while awaiting the definite answer from 
Prussia.®* In his conversation with Talleyrand, Bismarck had at 
once agreed that the British plan of action at the conference as 
outlined by Drouyn de Lhuys, would be quite unacceptable. He 
was willing to enter on an exchange of views to establish a 
different policy and expressed his gratitude for the suggestions 
of the French government which he would discuss with the King 
that very day.®” 

No. 118, April 9, 1S64; 7:25 P. M , received 8:49 P. M., HUhnsen, Vrsprung 
und Gerchichic des Arlikeh V des Prager Friedens, I, No. 20. 

No. 122, .\pril II, 1864; 10 P. M., received 11:15 P (Berlin Archives). 
Goltz wap mistaken in the date o£ Lord Clarendon’s ani\ al. 

Draft telegram to Goltz, No. 140, April 12, 1S64, 11:40 A. M. (Berlin 
Archives). Cf p. 105 above. 

“ “Lord Clarendon arriv6 hier au soir sera rc;u aiijourd’hui par I’empereur, 
Drouju de Lhuys m’a promis de se tenir vis-a-vis de la Grand Bietagne. en atten- 
dant rdponse du Gouvememenl d ses propositions, antant quo possible sur la 
r&erve. La circulaire de Votre Excellence du 7 Avril lui parait ne rien prfijuger. 
L’Empereur m’a confirm^ qu’d approuve les propositions de son Ministre et 
ddsirait s ’entendre avec nous avant d’entrer cn conffiicnce. Talleyrand a t 61 £- 
graphid premiSre impression de son ouverturc.” Tclegmm, Goltz to Bismarck, 
No. 124, Paris, April 14, 1864, ii:io A. M., received 1:20 P. M. (Berlin Archives). 

“ Telegram, Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, April 13, 1864; 3 P. M., Les 
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King William was much disturbed by the French offer. He 
did not understand what Napoleon wanted in return and feared 
that acceptance would mean that Austria, Germany, England, 
and Russia would be united against Prussia who would stand 
alone except for the “arch enemy and her enigmatic ruler.”®’ 
Bismarck succeeded, however, in overcoming enough of the 
King's objections so that on April 17,®^ he could telegraph to 
Goltz that His Majesty had agreed in principle to the French 
suggestions but desired a more favorable boundary for the 
"^lerman element in Schleswig and certain modifications in pro- 
cedure.®® These were developed more fully in a dispatch of the 
same date. Goltz was instructed to try to secure a more favorable 
boundary for the German element in Schleswig than would be 
given by the line of the canal. But these efforts were not in any 
way to be regarded as a rejection of the French plan. It was 
important to keep France from an entente with Great Britain as 
it was not to be expected that Russia, Sweden, and Denmark 
would accept conditions more favorable than those agreed upon 
between France and Great Britain. The latter would hardly 
be more favorable than those now suggested by France so, if the 
worst came to the worst, a line from Schleswig to Husum could 
be accepted. 

But it was desirable that the procedure suggested by Drouyn 
de Lhuys be modified. It was clear that a plebiscite in the 
duchies, or in Schleswig alone, would be in favor of their complete 
separation from Denmark and their union under the Prince of 
Augustenburg. To secure the acceptance there of the idea of the 
division of Schleswig, it must be shown that the complete cession 
of that duchy cannot be attained at the conference. 

Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 1870-1871, II, No 427. Talleyrand was in- 
formed of the objections to the British plan in a despatch of April ir, Ibid., No. 
418. Drouyn de I.huys’ private letter containing the more secret details of the 
negotiation has not been found. Ibid., p. 259, note 4. 

William to Bismarck, April t6, 1864, Anhang zu den Gedanken und Erin- 
nerungen van Otto Fvrst von Bismarck, I, No. 117. 

®' He felt sure enough of the result to inform Talleyrand on April 16. 

® Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, p. 383, note 4. Cf. telegram, Talley- 
rand to Drouyn de Lhuys, April 16, t864, Les Origines diplomatises de la guerre de 
1870-1871, n. No. 433 . 
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For this reason, therefore, it is recommended that the program agreed on 
between here and Vienna for the mere personal union of the Duchies with 
the Crown of Denmark be proposed to the conference. I believe that this 
has no prospect of success, and that finally the cession of Holstein and part 
of Schleswig will be preferred even by Denmark; especiallj’ after we have 
agreed with Austria to demand in addition to the personal union the entry 
of Schleswig into the German Confederation, the establishment of Rendsburg 
as a federal fortress, the canal, and the repayment of the cost of the war. 
If this falls through at the conference, it offers, in the first place, proof that 
even in this form the integrity of Schleswig cannot be maintained; in the 
second place, we gain time during the negotiations to exert influence on the 
sentiments of the population; in the third place, we have already gone too 
far in our negotiations with .\uslria decently to free ourselves from the 
proposal of the personal union in any other way than through its rejection 
by the conference. The latter will be the more easy if, to the opposition of 
Denmark and her associates, is added that of France. Then it will be nec- 
essary to negotiate for new combinations; all those which offer less to 
Germany than the personal union iire unacceptable for us, and so far, 
Austria too has shown herself ready to reject them. It will then be inevitable 
that dynastic separation be discussed, and we will then, quite apart from 
the question of the djuasty, have to try to secure the most favorable possible 
boundary for Germany, and in an extreme case, have to be satisfied with 
the line of the Schlci. . 

If we are agreed as to the extent of the cession to be demanded, there 
remains the decision on the question as to which dynasty the new state is 
to be given. The way in which the political situation has developed up to 
this time seems to point to the Hereditary Prince of .kugustenburg as the 
foremost candidate. I leave out of account the legal point of view according 
to which for lack of a rule of primogeniture neither he nor any other member 
of the House of Oldenburg has a claim to the whole of Holstein or Schleswrig. 
From the political point of xdew , however, the Augustenburg possibility, in 
the present situation, is not in opposition to our interests, although it is 
not of such great value for us that w'c would risk an unequal European war 
for its sake. The menace of the latter, however, is materially lessened now 
that France is willing to ab.andon in our favor its previous attitude of 
reserve; and besides, the most recent development of our relations in 
Germany and with the Pretender himself permits a more favorable opinion 
of his candidacy.” Nevertheless, it is still only natural for the Prussian 
government to give its preference to the direct acquisition of the duchies 
by Prussia if an acceptable prospect is offered. I believe that it may be 
possible to wdn the vote of the population for this if we gain time, but in my 
opinion it will be probable only if first the programs of personal union and 
Augustenburg candidacy fail. 

As an acceptable program for Prussia, Bismarck indicated the 
following three possibilities: 


* Cf. pp. 221-22$ below. 
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1. the personal union with the totality of the three duchies joined into 
a single state with the above mentioned conditions; 

2. the independence of the German parts of the Duchies tmder a separate 
dynasty, either Augustenburg or Oldenburg; 

3. the acquisition by Prussia of the territory severed from Denmark. 

The Augustenburg solution, he added, would require a more 
complete separation of the German element than if the duchies 
were to go to Prussia. 

Public opinion will be bitterly opposed to the sacrifice of any German 
population; but if the settlement sati^ies the particular interests of Prussia, 
that section of German public opinion which is of weight for us, that is, the 
Prussian, will be reconciled, and we shall have to endure the hostility of the 
rest. This calculation would not, however, apply to the installation of 
another dynasty in the mutilated remains of the duchies. 

We have no illusions that we can realize any part of this program without 
the sincere and complete cooperation of France and we wish ardently, there- 
fore, that Your Excellency’s exertions may succeed in bringing about a 
definite understanding about this cooperation. Especially in accordance 
with the King’s wish, item No. 3, is never to be brought forward through 
our own initiative but we must wait for its suggestion from the duchies or 
from France. 

In conclusion let me add that 1 regard a postponement of the definitive 
solution, while we remain in military occupation of the Duchies and of 
Jutland, as in conformity with our interests and as furthering the chances 
for a favorable final result.” 

With this in mind, I suggest that your Excellency find out whether the 
French government is thinking, in case the conference come to no solution, 
of renewing the proposal of a congress in order to deal with the Danish 
question in connection with others; but I request Your Excellency to touch 
on this theme only for your own and our information.®* 

Although Drouyn de Lhuys continued to raise objections on 
many points,®* Napoleon himself, in an audience to Goltz on 
April 22, accepted the program outlined. He had gained nothing 
definite from these negotiations, not even an assurance of the 
“services” which Drouyn de Lhuys had indicated as sufficient 
compensation for France. But, as before, he was satisfied with 
thoughts of the future. The program which France and Prussia 

” Cf. Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, April i6, 1864, Les Origines diplomati- 
ques de la guerre de 1870-1871, II, No. 434. 

** Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 334. 

“ Hahnsen, Ursprung und Geschichle des Artikds V des Prager Friedens, 1, 
Nos. 3S, 40 , 4 I) 43i 44. S*- 
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planned to pursue at the conference was hardly likely to meet 
the approval of Austria,^” and out of it — ^who could tell? — 
might come the opportunity to follow one and the same policy 
on the Eider and on the Po. 

Bismarck, on the other hand, gained time. As long as negotia- 
tions were pending, and as long as Napoleon hoped for results 
from his support of the Prussian program, an Anglo-French 
entente was unlikely. Moreover, and this was important in the 
eyes of King William, he had been able to adhere to the letter of 
the program agreed upon mth Austria. Yet the understanding 
with France made it more than ever improbable that the plan of 
personal union would be accepted by the conference. After 
that, he, too, had hopes, and, in addition, plans. If necessary, he 
could accept the candidacy of the Prince of Augustenburg with 
suitable conditions binding him to Prussia. Finally, there was 
his preferred goal, annexation of the duchies to Prussia. The 
understanding with France gave him a better chance of blocking 
combinations which he disliked and of engineering those which 
would help him on his waj . 

IV 

The Austro-Prussian Convention of March 6 had laid down 
the general lines for the political as well as the military co- 
operation of the two allies. It had been agreed that, as hostilities 
had actually broken out, Austria and Prussia could no longer 
negotiate on the basis of the agreements of 1S51-52 with Denmark 
but would propose, at the prospective conference, the real union 
of the duchies of Schles'wdg and Holstein, in personal union with 
the Crown of Denmark." Later in March, however, when 
Rechberg washed to begin formal discussions of the details of the 
peace conditions and for common action at the conference, 
Bismarck seemed in no hurry to commit himself and was un- 
willing to say whether the first formulation should come from 
Vienna or Berlin.'*^ 

“ Ihid., Nos 41, 49 " Cf p 202 above 

“ iCaiolyi to Rechberg, No. 37 A-G., Berlin, March 26, 1864 (Vienna Ar- 
chives). 
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Bismarck did outline, however, what purported to be his 
personal views of the position the two Powers ought to adopt. 
The status quo ante helium was, of course, no longer possible as a 
basis for discussion. So that the negotiations would end with 
satisfactory results, Austria and Prussia must begin by presenting 
their maximum demands. Schleswig-Holstein, in no more than 
personal union with the Crown of Denmark, must be protected 
by guarantees on a European basis against the recurrence of 
Danish oppression. The most effective guarantee would be the 
incorporation of Schleswig in the German Confederation. Whether 
or not the predominately Danish North Schleswig should be 
excepted from the rest of the duchy and incorporated in the 
kingdom, would form an important element in the negotiations. 
An increase of territory for the German Confederation, the first 
since its creation, would be accepted by German public opinion 
with great satisfaction. It would, in part at least, reconcile the 
policy of the two Powers with the German national point of 
view and would help the position of the two governments at 
home. Such a result of the war would be justified by the signifi- 
cant losses already suffered by Austria and Prussia and they must 
use all their efforts to secure it. Among the details of the settle- 
ment, Bismarck mentioned the establishment of Rendsburg as a 
federal fortress and the demand for a war indemnity from 
Denmark. 

Bismarck then went on to discuss the plans for the Baltic-North 
Sea Canal. He recommended it as an undertaking which would 
not only be of great importance for the course of the world’s 
commerce but would also bring great honor to the two Powers 
under whose auspices it was brought into existence. Karolyi, 
however, thought that Prussian capital and Prussian trade would 
get the lion’s share of advantage. 

Even more specifically Prussian, in Karolyi ’s opinion, was 
Bismarck’s discussion of the further eventualities of the negotia- 
tions. In case the personal union should be impossible because 
of Danish opposition, and the separation of Holstein and southern 
Schleswig prove to be the most likely solution and the one 
favored by Denmark, this must not be opposed by the German 
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Powers. They could not be “more Danish than Denmark. ’ ’ It 
would then be necessary for them to see to it that the new 
German state did not fall to the Prince of Augustenburg. That 
would be looked on as a triumph of the “democratic” party and 
of the N ationalverein and would be in glaring contradiction to 
the whole attitude of Austria and Prussia. Bismarck preferred 
the Duke of Oldenburg who had certain hereditary claims and 
would be a better choice than the Prince of Augustenburg.**® 

The discussion then lapsed until Freiherr von Biegeleben, the 
second Austrian plenipotentiary to the conference, arrived in 
Berlin on the evening of April 16.^^ In two long conversations 
with Bismarck, at the first of which Karolyi too was present, he 
attempted to hold Bismarck to the Austrian point of view. “I 
attempted, as definitely as possible,” he reported to Rechberg, 

to give the Prussian minister the impression that, at Vienna, the whole 
German-Danish imbroglio was looked upon as of relatively secondary im- 
portance and that the agreement between .Austria and Prussia, if it was to 
correspond to the higher demands of the world situation, must gain another 
and more significant content than a common attitude toward Denmark. 
Hints as to the decisive services which the alliance of the two German 
Powers is called upon to render to the cause of stability" could not but meet 
with the approval of Herr von Bismarck. 

From the latter’s replies, Biegeleben gained the impression that 
up to a certain point, Prussia would, after all, go with Austria. 

Bismarck’s attitude was not, however, entirely satisfactory. 
The way in which he spoke of the possible grouping of the 
European Powers made it dear that he was not espedally 
preoccupied with the coincidence of the dangers threatening the 
legitimate governments and that he was moved primarily by 
speculation on spedal advantages for Prussia. It was not yet 
his intention to advise the King to accept definite obligations 
but rather to use the rapprochement with France, which he 
represented as a mere flirtation, to keep open the possibility of 
securing as glorious a peace as possible. Biegeleben tried to 

" im. 

** Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, p. 387 ; Les Orighies diplomatiques 
it la guerre de 1870-1871, II, p. a 66 . 

" “der Sache der Ordnung.’- 
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argue that France would sacrifice its old prot6g6, Denmark, only 
for French but not for Prussian interests and that England must 
not be offended lest they play into the hands of France. “He 
admitted,” Biegeleben wrote, “that the two western powers 
must be kept apart, but seemed to regard it as a quite proper 
division of r61es if England was kept in a good humor by Austria, 
and France by Prussia, which I ventured to declare to be a 
somewhat doubtful game.” 

It would be difficult, Biegeleben concluded, to persuade the 
Prussians to give up conditions for which they could covmt on the 
connivance of France. Bismarck did not, however, intend to 
accept a plebiscite and, for the benefit of his visitor, modified a 
dispatch to Vienna, the draft of which had laid “undue weight 
on the vote of the Estates.” 

What Bismarck especially emphasized was his need of strength- 
ening his position with reference to the King by securing an 
honorable peace, for the latter was not uninfluenced by the 
prevailing sentiment in Germany and in the army, which did not 
want to seem to have fought in vain. “He [Bismarck] sees in 
this also the means of bringing about from cobperation against 
Denmark, a firmer alliance of Austria and Prussia, for Austria, 
by helping Prussia to secure such a peace, would win for itself, 
not, to be sure, a province, but the Prussian army. ’ 

In a letter to Bernstorff, Bismarck summed up his under- 
standing of the results of the discussion. 

In the preliminaiy draft of instructions for the plenipotentiaries which 
was drawn up at Vienna and conununicated to us were the following three 
points: joint Assembly of Estates for the two duchies; the establishment of 
Rendsburg as a Federal fortress; and a common Schleswig-Holstein citizen- 
ship. In addition, there was made the reservation of a legal decision as to 
the succession in the duchy of Holstein. 

I was able to accept these three points as well as the reservation of the 
legal decision. Further discussion brought about an agreement that the 
plenipotentiaries of the two powers were to hold to the following points of 
view: 

1 . autonomy of the united duchies on the analogy of Norway; 

2. a common and united representative body for the duchies; 

" Biegeleben to Rechberg, April 19, 1864, enclosed in Kaioljri to Rechberg, 
No. 42, April 20, 1864 (Vienna Archives). 
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3. the establishment of Rendsburg as a Federal fortress; 

4. construction of a ship canal connecting the North and Baltic seas; 

5. establishment of a German naval base on the Baltic coast; 

6. admission of Schleswig to the German Confederation; 

7. guarantee of the constitution of the duchies by the Confederation. 

While these are the essential conditions for the future of the duchies, it 
will be necessars to maintain for the conclusion of peace; 

8. repayment of the costs of the war; 

9. the return of the ships captured by the Danes and compensation for 
losses suffered ; and 

10. occupation of the duchies by the allied or by German troops until 
the new arrangement is carried out. 

The relation of the Schleswig-Holstein army to the Danish was a point of 
special difficulp-. On our part, we must insist on complete separation with 
two ministries of war. But as Herr von Biegeleben vas not empowered to 
jdeld the obiections of the Cabinet of Vienna on this point, we agreed to 
leave it for further consideration and agreement. 

Bismarck had given up nothing that was essential to his 
program. He had avoided committing himself to the narrow 
Austrian one and had secured the inclusion of the main con- 
ditions that he had wanted.-*® The more numerous and serious 
were the conditions attached to the personal union, the less 
chance there was of its being accepted by the Danes. The way 
would then be open for the steps called for by the understanding 
with France and this might lead to the acquisition of the duchies 
by Prussia. From his conversations with Biegeleben, Bismarck 
had gained the impression that Austria would consent to this 
rather than see the dudiies go to the Prince of Augustenburg.®® 

V 

Bismarck had been violently opposed to the recognition of 
Prince Frederick of Augustenburg as Duke of Schleswig-Holstein. 
In his instructions of April 17 to Goltz, how^ever, he w'rote that 
the way in which the political situation had developed up to 

*’’ Bismarck to Bemstorff, Berlin, April 21, 1864, Bismarck, Die gesamm^fen 
Werie, IV, No. 341. Cf. Biegeleben to Rechberg, telegram, No. 80, Berlin, ./^ril 
20, 1864, 7:30 A. M. (Vienna .Archives). 

“ Cf. p. ais above. 

« Bismarck, Die gesammdien Werke, TV, No. 343, p. 397. 
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this time seemed to point to the Prince as the foremost candi- 
date. 

From the political point of view, the Augustenburg possibility, in the 
present situation, is not in opposition to our interests, although it is not of 
such great value for us that we would risk an unequal European war for its 
sake. The menace of the latter, however, is materially lessened now that 
France is willing to abandon in our favor her previous attitude of reserve; 
and besides, the most recent development of our relations in Germany and 
with the Pretender himself permit a more favorable opinion of his can- 
didacy.®" 

In spite of King William’s curt letter of January i8,®®the Prince 
and his ad\'isers had continued their efforts to secure the support 
of Prussia for his candidacy by undermining Bismarck’s influence 
with the King. All their attempts failed.^ WiUiam refused to 
g^ve any promises or even to recognize the Augustenburg claims. 
To a deputation of professors from the University of Kiel who 
came to Berlin to ask for the recognition of Frederick as Duke, 
the King replied that the dynastic question was stiU a subject of 
negotiation. 

Bismarck, in his discussion with the leaders of the deputation, 
pointed out in detail his objections to the Prince. He spoke of 
the claims of the Russian Tsar as head of the House of Gottorp 
and hinted that these claims would probably be transferred to 
the Grand Duke of Oldenburg.^ It might turn out that the 
latter could be established in the duchies and Prince Frederick 
in Oldenburg. He criticized Prince Frederick’s ‘democratic’ 
connections with Gotha and others of the minor states auH with 
the Naiionalverein and expressed his disapproval of the Prince’s 
choice of advisers from the ranks of the liberals. But when one 
of the professors emphasized the importance to Prussia of freeing 
the duchies, which would lean for support on the great North 
German Power and which wotild be ready to make important 
concessions to Prussia, in military and naval affairs, for example, 
Bismarck became more sympathetic. He replied that he had as 

Cf. p. J15 above. “ Cf. p. 160 above. 

“ Cf. Mas Duncker, PoUdscher Briefaechsd aus setnem NacUass, Nos. 460, 
4t>3j 434- 

** See genealc^^cal table. Appendix XI bdow. 
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yet heard nothing of such concessions “as during his visit to 
Berlin, the Hereditary Prince had been very reserved.’’ He 
was, he said, glad that now, apparently, real advantages would 
be offered to Prussia.®^ 

To others, however, Bismarck continued to speak harshly of 
Prince Frederick and his advisers. They had thrown themselves 
into the arms of ‘ ‘ Coburg-Germany ’ ’ and would alwa5’s be on the 
side of the opponents of Prussia. If they seemed to be offering 
sureties of friendship, they could always evade them with the help 
of the Confederate Diet. The establishment of the Duke under 
Prussian protection would endanger the hard-won cooperation 
with Austria and would provoke the intervention of the foreign 
Powers. His policy, he said, was to keep Schleswig-Holstein 
under military occupation as long as possible; "interim aliqiiid 
fit”: a. European war might develop and, in such a case, territorial 
increase for Prussia might be possible. Otherwise, the personal 
union of the united duchies with Denmark might be endured 
until circumstances were more favorable for a definitive solution 
of the question.®* 

The latent difference in the views of King William and of 
Bismarck was, of course well known to the court at Kiel. The 
Prince was urged by his advisers to offer definite concessions to 
Prussia in the hope of reaching an agreement wiih the king which 
would be a safeguard against the minister's ambitious projects.*® 
On February 19, then, the Prince of Augustenburg wrote a 
confidential letter to his friend, the Crown Prince of Prussia, and 
enclosed a list of the concessions he w'as prepared to make. On 
account of the delicacy of the negotiation and in fear that 
Bismarck might use the letters to his detriment with Austria 
and the minor states, he asked the Crown Prince not to show the 

“ Gebauer, Herzog Friedrich VIII, pp 92 f; Jansen-Samwer, Schlesmg- 
Bolsteins Befreiung, pp. 252, 321, 704 f. 

“ Gebanei, Herzog Friediich VIII, p 93; Jansen-Samwer, 

B^reiung, p. 287. 

“ Gebauer, Herzog Friedrich VIII, p 94. Dro3rsen, in a letter to Samwer on 
February 3, had suggested the offer of Rendsburg as a Federal fortress with Prussian 
garrison, Kiel harbor as a Prussian naval base, a military convention like that of 
Coburg with Prussia, and Prussian military control of a Baltic-North Sea canal. 
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memorandum to the king but to present the concessions as his 
own ideas. A second letter, to be shown to King William, 
mentioned concessions only in general terms. Prince Frederick 
William answered in friendly terms and gladly carried out his 
friend’s request. King WiUiam acknowledged receipt of the 
communication in a letter to his son but again declined to reply 
to Prince Frederick.” 

On March i6 and 17, another Augustenburg agent, von 
Ahlefeldt-Olpenitz, who had been a university friend of Bis- 
marck, was received by the Prussian minister. The latter was 
still anything but encouraging. Prussia, he said, could not bleed 
itself white to rescue the duchies and to make Prince Frederick 
sovereign. For a just cause like that of the duchies, Prussia 
would always have a few thousand men and a few millions of 
thalers to spare but it could not be made a matter of life and 
death. She would, therefore, hold with Austria to the program 
of personal union. Bismarck admitted that it was conceivable 
that the Prince might yet be invested with the duchies but blamed 
him for going to Kiel against Kang William’s advice instead of 
entering the campaign with the Prussian army. He disapproved 
especially the Prince’s recognition of the Schleswig-Holstein 
Constitution of 1848. It was impossible he argued, to negotiate 
with the Prince because that constitution provided for responsible 
ministers. Concessions from the Prince had little value for this 
same reason. Bismarck declared that he could promise nothing 
and that the Prince would receive no official or even written 
answer.®* 

A letter congratulating Bang William on his birthday had no 
more success in bringing a political reply but on the eve of the 
London Conference, Pr nee Frederick made still another attempt 
to win Prussian support. On April 13, Prince Lowenstein, a 
former member of the Prussian diplomatic service, placed before 
King William a definite statement of the propositions which had 
been outlined in the confidential letter of February 19 to the 

Ibid. The letters are printed in Jansen-Samwer, Schleswig-HoUteins Be- 
freiung, pp 705-708. 

“ Jansen-Samwer, ScUeswig-Holsieins B^reiung, pp. 324 f. '' 
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Crown Prince. The King declined to commit himself to Lowen- 
stein but he wrote to the Crown Prince on April 16, that he did 
not wish thus to rebuff Prince Frederick and was ready to listen 
to his proposals “when he makes them in writing and direct to 
me. ’ At the same time, Bismarck inserted in his dispatch to 
Gk)ltz, the passage that the most recent development of Prussia’s 
relations with the Pretender permitted a more favorable opinion 
of his candidacy.®” 

Although King William refused to grant Prince Frederick a 
personal interview, the latter hastened to send a detailed statement 
of the obligations he would undertake if he became duke with 
the support of Prussia. He offered a naval station in one of the 
harbors of the duchies for the Prussian fleet; the establishment of 
Rendsburg as a Federal fortress with a Prussian garrison; naval 
and military conventions with Prussia, which would provide for 
the organization and training of the armed forces of the duchies 
on lines similar to those of the Prussian; the accession of the 
duchies to the Prussian ZoUverein; and the construction of a canal 
capable of accommodating the largest warships,™ These conditions 
were, as Bismarck had pointed out before, subject to ratification 
by the Assembly of the Estates of the duchies, but if they were 
obtained, they would give Prussia almost as much advantage as 
direct annexation. In any case, the Prince was now committed 
to Prussia while Prussia was not bound to him. 

VI 

The first full meeting of the Conference took place on April 
25. Earl Russell, who was as a matter of course chosen to 
preside, was anything but a brilliant diplomat. He was ably 
assisted, however, by the second British representative, Lord 
Clarendon, who had entered the cabinet at the beginning of 

“ Ibid., pp. 325 f.; Anhatig zu den Cedanken und Erinnerungen von Otto FUrsl 
von Bismarck, I, No. 116. 

Cf. p. 215 above. 

Jansea-Samwer, Schleswig-Eolsteins B^reiung, pp. 326 S., 717 ff. 
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April for this purpose.'® France was represented by her ambassa- 
dor in London, Prince de la Tour d ’Auvergne, but because of 
the difference between the official attitude of the French govern- 
ment and the personal policy of Napoleon, and especially as he 
was not fully initiated into the latter, he took up a reserved 
attitude during the proceedings. Russia and Sweden, too, 
accredited only their regular diplomatic representatives in 
London. Baron Brunnow, the Russian ambassador, was an 
experienced diplomat. He had been one of the negotiators of 
the Treaty of London and was notoriously sympathetic to 
Denmark. In spite of the close relations between his Court and 
that of Prussia, he was, at the Conference, the staunchest defender 
of that treaty. Count Wachtmeister, the Swedish minister, 
naturally played a minor r61e. In general, he supported the 
Danish case and was a useful adviser to the Danish delegation." 

Austria was represented by Count Apponyi, her ambassador 
in London, and by the more able and influential Biegeleben, 
counsellor on German affairs in the foreign office, and noted for 
his opposition to Prussia. That Power was represented by 
Count Bernstorff, Bismarck’s predecessor as minister for foreign 
affairs and now ambassador in London, seconded by Herr von 
Balan, late Prussian minister at Copenhagen. Bernstorff, a 
Lauenburger by birth, was hostile to Denmark and leaned toward 
the Augustenburg cause, so that Bismarck did not give him his 
full confidence. But in general, the Prussian delegation worked 
efficiently and in harmony with the views of the government. 
Between Austria and Prussia, with their opposing interests on 
the Danish question, the plenipotentiary of the German Con- 
federation occupied a delicate position. Count Beust, the Saxon 
minister president, who had been elected to this post of honor — 

“ Among other things, Russell could not understand or speak French well 
enough to take a leading part in the discussions. 

"I have a pressing letter from Johnny asking me to assist him at the Con- 
ference. That will be an awfully long business and a most unsatisfactory one, I 
am sure, as we shall be the only people there not bent upon defeating the object 
for which it professes to meet. Of course, I could not decline. ’ ’ Clarendon to Lady 
Clarendon, April 5, 1864. Maxwell, Clarendon, II, p. 290. 

" Neergaard, Under Jwnipundloven, n, p. iao6. 



TEE LONDON CONFERENCE 


227 


the first and the last representative of the Diet at an international 
conference — acted with Austria and Prussia when they were 
agreed, and when they were not, went with the one which 
demanded most. As the German Confederation was not a party 
to the Treaty of London, he was of value to Bismarck's schemes 
of getting it completely set aside. Beust’s greatest service to the 
German cause during the Conference was in blocking the reentry 
of plans that had originally been rejected by the Danes, but 
which were less favorable to Germanj’^ than those discussed later. 

Denmark was represented by Quaade, Torben Bille and A. F. 
Krieger. The former had been minister to Prussia and then 
foreign minister in the Monrad cabinet. He had had more 
diplomatic experience than his colleagues and had a much cooler 
and sounder view of the realities of the international situation. 
But his position at the Conference was weakened by the fact 
that the ministers in Copenhagen did not give him their full 
confidence. The political support which Quaade lacked, was, 
however, enjoyed to the full by A F. Krieger. He was the real 
representative of the Danish National Liberals and represented 
accurately their bold and fantastic views.®^ Torben Bille, the 
third plenipotentiary was a less important figure. He was 
minister in London, an experienced but impressionable diplomat. 

VII 

The first task of the Conference was to end the actual fighting. 
It was not until the session of May 9 that it was possible to bring 
about an agreement on the terms of an armistice for four weeks, 
dating from May 12. One of the chief points of difficulty was 
that the Danes wished to continue their blockade of the German 
ports, while Austria and Prussia, as victors in the fighting on land, 
refused to accept this. 

At the fourth session, on May 12, the Conference began to 
consider the real problem before it. It had been called without 
the establishment of a basis for its deliberation, “to find the 

“ Neergaard, Under Junipnndloven, II, pp. 1209-1212. Krieger’s diary and 
dispatches confirm this view. 
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means of restoring to the north of Europe the blessings of peace. ’ ’ 
There was one basis common to all except one of the participants: 
the Treaty of London. It was soon apparent, however, that the 
integrity of the Danish Monarchy could not be maintained. For 
all practical purposes the Treaty of London ended its unhappy 
career at the meeting of May 12, when Count BernstorfE, in the 
name of Austria and Prussia read a vague declaration to the 
effect that the German Powers regarded themselves as freed 
from any restriction “resulting from engagements which may 
have existed before the war between their Governments and 
Denmark,” and that they regarded the basis on which fresh 
combinations were to be formed as one of the principal objects 
of the negotiations.®® 

But as had been agreed upon by Austria and Prussia before the 
Conference,®® the two Powers would regard as a satisfactory 
solution the personal union of Schleswig-Holstein with the King- 
dom of Denmark. Their demand, however, which was presented 
by Bernstorfi at the next session, on May 17, was also very 
vaguely worded. 

In the last sitting, the German Plenipotentiaries pointed out that the 
principal object of the deliberations of the Conference was to find the basis 
of new combinations which should be of a nature to ensure a solid and 
durable pacification. They think it is right to explain today what they 
understand by a solid and durable pacification. It is a pacification which 
would ensure to the Duchies absolute guarantees against the recurrence of 
any foreign oppression, and which, by thus excluding for the future any 
subject of dispute, of revolution, and of war, would guarantee to Germany 
that security in the North which she requires in order not to faU again 
periodically into the state of affairs which brought on the present war. 
These guarantees can only be found in the complete political independence 
of the Duchies, and their close connection by means of common institutions. 

^ Protocol of the session of May 12, 1864. In a despatch to Bemstorff, dated 
May 1$, 1864, Bismarck declared that Prussia was no longer bound by the Treaty 
of London, but in accordance with the identic notes of January 31, 1864, would 
discuss the other possible combinations with the signatory Powers. Das Staats- 
archiv, VII, No. 1660. Bismarck had often insisted that the fact that the treaty 
was signed by Denmark on the one side and the other Powers, on the other, and 
that the ratifications had been exchanged with Denmark alone, justified Prussia in 
regarding herself as bound only to Denmark by the Treaty. 

See pp. 202 and 220 f. above. 
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All that this statement expressed clearly was the revival of the 
Schleswig-Holstein doctrine of the close connection of the duchies 
as independent states, which Austria and Prussia had waived in 
the negotiations of 1851.®^ Personal union under the Crown of 
Denmark was not mentioned.®® In the discussion that followed, 
the German plenipotentiaries upheld the right of the Diet to 
determine the legitimate successor to the throne of Holstein. 
Personal union, however, was not excluded, but in spite of 
Biegeleben’s exhortation to refer the matter to Copenhagen, the 
Danish delegation declared that the proposal would be entirely 
inacccptable even on the supposition that the rights of the king 
of Denmark to the duchies were admitted.®® 

The personal union was dead and Bcust nailed up the coffin. 
When Clarendon and Brunnow continued to urge the Danes to 
send the protocols to Copenhagen and to await new instructions, 
Beust declared that he had not joined in the proposal made by 
the representatives of Austria and Prussia; and that, although 
not directed to do so by his instructions, he could not help 
affirming officiously that the majority of the Diet would not 
consent to an arrangement w'hich, even under an eventual or 
conditional form, would restore the union between the duchies 
and Denmark.'^® 

In Denmark, politicians of practically every shade of opinion 
were opposed to a personal union of that nature.'' But the 
absolute rejection of the idea was a tactical blunder: for it 
excluded later consideration of the plan of a personal union, 
based on the division of Schleswig by nationalities."® 

The Conference had now reached the point foreseen in the 

See p. 13 above. 

Even Rechberg had opposed the direct mention of the personal union on 
account of its unpopularity in Germany. Werther to Bismarck, .\pril eg, 1864, 
Sybel, Die Begrundung des deiitschen Reiches. Ill, p. 317. 

“ Protocol of tlie session of May 17, 1864. 

Protocol of the session of May 17, 1864. Beust 's report to the Diet, Maj' 
18, 1864, in Beust, Atts drei Vicrtdjahrhunderlen. I, pp 382 f. 

It meant the abandonment of the Schleswig Danes to a German majority 
and the loss to the Kingdom of any control over or bcncBt from the revenues and 
armed forces of the Duchies. 

” Neergaard, Under Junigmndioven, n, pp. 1188-1199, 1239 £f. 
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April negotiations between France and Prussia. So far all had 
gone as Bismarck desired.” The Powers had made no serious 
objection to the tacit abandonment of the Treaty of London and 
the Danes had done him the service of rejecting the personal 
union. 


VIII 

The way was now open for the further development of Bis- 
marck’s program and he prepared to begin negotiations with 
Rechberg for the next steps to be taken at the Conference. 
Soon after the detailed report of the session of May 17 had been 
received at Berlin, Bismarck drew up two dispatches to Werther 
at Vienna and they were approved by King William.''^ 

The first dealt with the demands to be made on Denmark. 
Now that the personal union had been so categorically rejected, 
there was no use in discussing the conditions to be attached to it; 
they were not likely to make the scheme more attractive to the 
Danes. The two German Powers, however, could not accept a 
solution which gave the duchies a less favorable position than a 
mere personal union with the Kingdom. So, as King Christian 
DC was unwilling to rule the duchies as independent states, his 
rule was out of the question. Austria and Prussia must, therefore, 
demand the complete separation of the duchies from Denmark. 
If, for reasons of European politics, it was not desirable to weaken 
Denmark too much, the northern part of Schleswig might be 
returned to that kingdom in exchange for Lauenburg. If the 

” Bismarck to Bemstorff, telegram, No. 230, May 15, 1864, and Sybcl, op. 
ctl.. Ill 316. Hahnsen, Ursprung und Geschichle des Artikels V des Prager Friedens, 
I, No. 67. “Drouyn de Lhuys satisfait de stance du 17. C’est Ik le point ok il 
voulait arriver et que declaration austro-prussienne a rendu possible. Le Prince 
de Latour d ’Auvergne ne sait pas dernier mot: il salt seulement que la France 
desapprouve union personnelle et vise k skparer des nationalites . ...” Goltz to 
Bismarck, telegram. No. 167, May rp, 1864, Hahnsen, op. cit., I, No. 74. 

Nos. 380, 381, vertrauUch, May at, 1864. Bismarck, Die gesammdten 
Werke. IV, Nos. 373, 374; Sybel, Die Begriindung des deutseken Reiches, III, 323- 
326. Sybel’s quotation differs from the phraseology of the original only in one or 
two unimportant points. He does not, however, indicate that there were two 
dispatches from Berlin. 
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personal union plan had succeeded, the division of Schleswig 
would have been unacceptable, but with the complete separation, 
the objections would lose their force. For tactical reasons, 
however, the demand at the Conference must be for the whole of 
the two duchies. 

The second dispatch dealt with the question of the future ruler 
of the duchies. Bismarck declared that he did not wish to see 
this taken up at the Conference yet, but that he was not unwilling 
to discuss it with Rechberg. Three possibilities were mentioned. 
The Augustenburg claim was without doubt the one that could, 
under existing circumstances, most easily be realized. It was 
not incontestable legally, but it was generally recognized in 
Germany and no opposition to it need be feared from the duchies. 
Any approach to universal suffrage could, therefore, be avoided. 

But, although the Augustenburg candidacy seemed the most 
practicable, Bismarck was not at all desirous of excluding other 
combinations if the cabinet of Vienna desired to consider them. 
The Grand Duke of Oldenburg had claims which, out of con- 
sideration for the Prince of Augustenburg, he had not yet brought 
forward. And, above all, in Prussia itself the idea was growing, 
that the best solution of the question was the annexation of the 
duchies to Prussia. “Even in the duchies themselves, this idea 
is said to be not without response, for the enthusiasm for Duke 
Frederick represents only the momentary expression of aversion 
to Denmark. ’ ’ 

Yet though this sentiment in Prussia had great weight with 
the government which would not reject such a solution if it 
developed from the course of events, it was anything but their 
desire to conjure up European complications or to endanger the 
agreement with Austria by efforts in this direction. “The King 
would never strive for the realization of such an idea which has 
recently been brought to his attention, though without our 
initiative, by addresses from many of his subjects, except in 
complete agreement with his itnperial ally. ’ ’ 

The Austrians, too, had been considering the situation created 
by the Danish rejection of the personal union and, with the news 
from London that the neutral Powers were preparing to abandon 
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the integrity of the Danish Monarchy, had decided on a complete 
change of policy.''® For Austria, the personal union of the duchies 
with Denmark would have been the most acceptable solution.'® 
It would have safeguarded the London Treaty and so have 
avoided the difficulties which she feared from the non-German 
Powers. It would have avoided any application of the prin- 
ciple of nationality, and it would have averted the danger of 
Prussian aggrandisement in the duchies. 

For some time, the Vienna cabinet had been suspicious of 
Prussia’s intentions,” and by the middle of May was thoroughly 
alarmed at the growth of the annexation sentiment in Prussia, 
which had followed the capture of Diippel.''® To the Austrian 
chargi d'affaires, Bismarck had spoken of conditions under which 
Prussia nnght be allowed territorial gains in the duchies in 
return for concessions to Austria in other fields. ‘ ‘ It would be, ’ ’ 
he said, ‘ ‘ the inauguration of a policy of mutual compensation. ’ 
The suggestion fell on deaf ears and to checkmate the Prussian 
ambitions, Austria took up the cause of Augustenburg. In his 
interview with the Prussian minister, Baron Werther, on May 
23, Rechberg expressed his agreement with Bismarck’s dispatch 
of the 2ist, in so far as it concerned the conditions for the separa- 
tion of the duchies from Denmark. But he wished to take up 
the dynastic question at the Conference at the same time and 

" Cf. J. Frobel, Ein LebensJauf, II, pp. 305-309. 

Instructions to the plenipotentiaries in London for the session of May 28, 
1864. Revertera, “Rechberg und Bismarck 1863 bis 1864” in Deutsche Revue, 
December, 1903, pp. 265 ff. Cf. Apponyi’s remarks to Quaade, Neergaard, Under 
Junigrundloven, II, p. 1207 and Gramont to Drouyn de Lhuys, May 20, 1864, Les 
Origines diplomaliques de la guerre de 1870-1871, III, No. 556. 

’’ Revertera, “Rechberg und Bismarck 1863 bis 1864 “in Deutsche Revue, 
November, 1903, p. 135. 

“[Rechberg] then said that he had been very useful these last few days at 
Berlin in assisting M. de Bismarck to keep the King from following a course that 
would have been fuil of danger to Prussia and to Europe; there was a powerful 
party, he said at Court and in the Army which was pushing at nothing less than the 
annexation of the Duchies to the Prussian Crown. The King had been taken with 
the idea, but M. de Bismarck had valiantly opposed this popular project, and he 

hoped with a good prospect of success ” Bloomfield to Russell, No. 302, 

May 12, 1864, confidential, (Record Office, London). 

Chotek to Rechberg, May 15, 1864. Appendix VI, pp. 323 L 
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made it clear to Werther that the Prince of Augustenburg was 
the candidate favored by Austria.*® The Austrian program was 
developed in greater detail in a series of dispatches sent to Berlin 
on May 24 but drafted before Werther had presented Bismarck’s 
views. The Austrian government definitely rejected ‘ 'any terri- 
torial changes which would result in a disturbance of the existing 
equilibrium among the Great Powers ’’and suggested that, ‘‘in 
conformity with the wishes of the duchies and of Germany,” 
the two Powers supply by their rights as victors, whatever 
legality the pretensions of the Prince of Augustenburg might lack. 
The exchange of North Schleswig for Lauen burg would be accept- 
ed by Austria but only after the dynastic question had been 
settled. It should appear as a transaction between two sover- 
eigns, not as a concession to the French principle of nationality.*' 

DC 

Because of King William’s sympathy for the Augustenburg 
claims, Bismarck had long faced the possibility of having to 
reckon seriously with them. But he sccm.3 not to have expected 
such a complete change in the Austrian attitude.*® Bicgeleben, 
w'hen passing through Berlin in April on hi'. ay to London, had 
left him with the impression that Austria would more readily 
accept the annexation of the duchies to Prussia than the August- 
enburg candidacy.*' As late as May 19, in conversation with Max 
Duncker, the confidant of the Crown Prince of Prussia, Bismarck 

»» Telegram, Werther to Bismarck, May 23, 1864, quoted in telegram, Bis- 
marck to Benistorff, May 24, 1864 Bismarck, The giiammclten Wake, TV, No 
378. 

Rechbetg to Karolyi. May 24, 1S64. Nos i and 2 were written before, a 
postscript to No. 2 and all of No 3 were written after the communication of Bis- 
marck’s dispatches The phrasing of the section on the claims of the Prince of 
Augustenburg was taken from Bicgeleben to Rcchbeig, private, London, May iq, 
1864. For the Austrian correspondence on the change of policy, see appendix \Tr, 
PP- 332-348 below. 

“ Talleyrand to Droujui do Lhuys, May 25, 1864, Les Ot’gines diplomaiiqties 
de la guerre de 1S70-1871, III, No. 57s 

« Bismarck, Die gesammdten Werke, IV, No. 343: 
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stated that Austria would rather see the duchies in Prussian 
hands than in those of Prince Frederick.*^ 

The Austrian action compelled Bismarck, to adopt the Prince 
of Augustenburg as the Prussian candidate for the throne of the 
duchies but it was not at all certain that he would be accepted by 
the Conference. The Tsar of Russia was bitterly opposed to the 
Augustenburgs and Bismarck knew that the claims of the House 
of Gottorp had been brought out of the archives for the benefit 
of the Grand Duke of Oldenburg.®' The fact that the Austro- 
Prussian proposal included the cession of all of Schleswig and 
Holstein was sure to meet opposition from other Powers at the 
Conference. Bismarck knew that the neutrals were going to 
propose the division of Schleswig.®' The important thing was to 
get the duchies, or as much of them as possible, away from 
Denmark.®’ The Augustenburger might stiU be side-tracked or, 
at the worst, turned to the advantage of Prussia. 

Bismarck attempted first of all to persuade Rechberg to demand 
merely the complete separation of the duchies from Denmark and 
to leave the question of succession to the throne for later dis- 
cussion.®® This failed®® and on May 28, Count Apponyi, in the 
name of Austria and Prussia, read the following carefully worded 
statement; 

Haym, Das Leben Max Dunckers, p. 343. 

“ Sybel, Die Bcgritnduiig des deutscben Reiches, III, p. 338. The initiative 
may have been Bismarck’s. “Im engsten Vertrauen sagte mir Furst Gortscbakofi 
heute, class er jetzt damit beschaftigt sei, das tVarschauer Protocoil [of 1851, Das 
Staaisarchiv, \T, No. icoo] einer Uraarbeitung zu unterziehen, indem der Preus- 
sische Hof es fur seine Pflicht halte, seine eigne, sowie auch die Anspriiche des 
Oldenburgischcn Hauses auf die Herzogthiimer aus dem Schatten an das Licht zu 
ziehen.” Redern to Bismarck, St. Petersburg, January 8, 1864 (Berlin Archives). 
“The Russian charge d’affaires has mentioned to me confidentially that he had 
just called on Count Rechberg with a view to remind the Austrian Minister that 
in the event of the Treaty of London being set aside and the Integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy ceasing to be essential as an European arrangement, the rights of Russia 

would have to be considered ” Bloomfield to Russell, No. 336, May 27, 1864 

(Record Office, London). 

“ Cf. Ringhoffer, Im Kampfefiir Preussejts Ehre, p. 563. 

Cf. Philippson, Kaiser Friedrich III, pp. 145, 439. 

Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, Nos. 380, 387. 

“ Ibid., Nos. 3811 3831 384- Cf. Allhang zu den Gedanken und Erinnerungfin 
van Otto Filrst von Bismarck, I, No. 120. 
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Since the demands of Austria and Prussia presented in the last sitting of 
the Conference have been declared inadmissable by the Danish Pleni- 
potentiaries even supposing that a decision of the Diet were to admit the 
rights of Succession of His Majesty the King of Denmark, in the Duchies, 
the Plenipotentiaries of the German Powers have received orders to demand, 
in concert with the Plenipotentiary of the German Confederation, the com- 
plete separation of the Duchies of Schleswig and Holstein from the Kingdom 
of Denmaik, and their union in a single State under the Sovereignty of the , 
Hereditary Prince of Schleswig-Holstein-Sonderburg-Augustenburg, who can 
not only bring forward, in the eyes of Germany, the greatest right to the 
Succession in the said Duchies, and whose recognition by the Germanic 
Diet is consequently assured, but who also possesses the undoubted suffrages 
of an immense mjijority of the population of those countries.®® 

At the same time, as usual when carrying on negotiations with 
Austria, Bismarck’s next care was to safeguard his relations with 
France. Copies of the two dispatches to Wcrther were sent to 
Goltz at Paris and on May 24, Bismarck telegraphed that they 
had been communicated to Rechbcrg. ‘‘Should you perceive 
that they are being used by the Austrian cabinet to arouse 
French suspicion with regard to the emphasis which is therein 
laid on our relations to Austria, you will call attention to the 
urgent necessity in which we found ourselves of bringing over 
Austria to our point of Nnew of the Conference situation without 
entering upon treaty obligation.’’®^ He also discussed the 
problem in detail vdth the French ambassador at Berlin and 
made it clear that Prussia was still in agiTcment with the French 
policy of the division of Schleswig by nationalities.®® 

Drouyn de Lhuys tended to make difficulties. "He saw in the 
proposal of the Duke of Augustenburg, ” telegraphed Goltz on 
May 29, ‘‘a concession to Austria and a drawing away from 
France, was disposed to give Denmark the whole of the so-called 
mixed district and to permit the vote only on the question of the 
sovereign,®® but finally recognized the elements of an accomoda- 


Protocol of the session of May 28. 

Bismarck to Goltz, draft telegram, No. 209. May 24, 1864 (Berlin Archives). 
® Talleyrand to Droujm dc Lhuys, May 24. 1864, Les Origines diplomaiiqttes 
de la guerre de 1S70-1S71, HI, No. S 7 S- Cf. Bismarck, Die gesammdlen Werke, IV, 
No. 384. 

” “Sehr giitig” was Bismarck’s comment on this. 
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tion The Emperor as usual showed himself more 

accommodating than his minister.*® 

Bemstorff in London was notified that a passage in a telegram 
of May 26 to the effect that it was not necessary to consult the 
population, had been included by oversight from the Austrian 
draft and, out of regard for France, was not to be upheld by 
Prussia. He was warned to beware of Austrian attempts to 
wreck the partition scheme in the hope of bringing the Conference 
back to the basis of personal union.*® If the opposition to the 
Austro-Prussian proposal should be directed especially against 
the person of the candidate named, he was instructed not to 
emphasize the dynastic question but to do all in his power to put 
through the principle of complete separation of the duchies from 
Denmark.*' 

Bismarck then moved to get in touch with the Prince ot 
Augustenburg. 

Already on May 19, Bismarck had invited Max Duncker, the 
confidential political adviser of the Prussian Crown Prince, to 
an interview at the Foreign Office and had given him a frank 
exposS of the situation. Prussian policy, he pointed out, had 
entered a very important phase and, as the interests of the Royal 
House and of the state were in question, he wanted the Crown 
Prince to be informed of the most secret details. 

“I have succeeded,” Duncker reports Bismarck as sa3dng, 

in what seemed to most people impossible, in bringing Austria to declare 
itself no longer bound by the Treaty of London.’* The independence of the 
duchies with the material guarantees which we demanded for them has been 
rejected in the conference by the Danes. The dynastic question thus comes 
into the foreground. I have nothing against the Augustenburger.” It is of 
no decisive importance to Prussia to possess 200 to 300 square miles^* more 

*‘ Goltz to Bismarck, telegram No. i8o, May 29, 1864, Hahnsen, Ursprung 
und Ceschicitte des Artikds V des Prager Priedens, I, No. loi. 

“ Goltz to Bismarck, telegram No. 183, May 31, 1864 (Berlin Archives). 

“ Bismarck, Die gesammellen Werke, IV, No. 383 and n. r, p. 443. 

” Ibid., No. 383. 

** Cf. Protocols of the sessions of May 12 and 17. 

** On Bismarck’s attitude toward the Prince, see pp. 22r f. and AO. Meyer, 
“Die Zielsetzung in Bismarcks schleswig-holsteinischer Politik von r858 bis 2864.” 
TnZ.f. s-h. G., LIU, passim. 

rno One sq. mi., German = approximately 24 J sq. mi., English. 
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territory with half a million subjects if the advantages which dominion over 
this territory offers can be won for Prussia in other ways. It is chiefly a 
question of the navy. We need, in addition, the canal, which we have 

already demanded in London. A military convention is desirable, but not 
a matter of the first importance. 

Besides such a position in the duchies, we need guarantees of a conser- 
vative system of government. Undei no circumstances is it to be expected 
that Austria would decide to recognize the Duke without these. And 
without them, we too, would have no security that any concessions promised 
would or could be executed. The Duke has proclaimed the Constitution of 
1848. It contains, along with a broad democratic basis, full ministerial 
responsibility. If the Estates, elected in accordance with this constitution 
do not ratify the Duke’s promises, we are out our treaty. Even if the 
Duke, faced bj' an obstinate majority should wish to change his ministry, 
he would, thanks to the law of ministerial responsibility, find no one who 
would undertake to force through the treaty. 

It is contrary to the honor of the Prussian government to take Schleswig- 
Holstein awav from Denmark only to give the government of the duchies 
into the hands of men who have incited and encouraged the opposition in 
Prussia against the government. If the Duke continues to surround himself 
with those councillors, we shall have to look forward to the fact that we 
shall have established a second Gotha on the Elbe, lhat the Duchies will be 
ruled on similar principles, that offidals whom we have dismissed will be 
appointed to office there, that our opposition press will be supported and 
the Liberals, in the future, be advised and guided from Gotlu and from Kiel. 

To Duncker’s defense of Prince Frederick, Bismarck retorted 
that from the beginning, the Prince had taken up a false position. 
He, Bismarck, had not cut off all hope of support when the 
Prince had visited him on November 17, but merely pointed out 
the difficulties which stood in the way.'"* Nevertheless, the Prince 
had thrown himself first into the arms of the ‘ democrats, ’ then 
into those of the ‘Middle States,’ and then, only when neither 
the one nor the other had produced results, had he attempted a 
rapprochement with Prussia. It was only later that the Prince 
had offered concessions. He had opened negotiations through 
an intermediary and then let them drop. “Prussia,” said 
Bismarck, 

could not go with the first ‘democratic’ wave that came along. If we had 
done that, things -would have gone as they did in 1848. We should soon 
have been isolated and have had all the Powers against us, with the aid of 
only the ‘middle’ and minor states of Germany, which at the beginning 


Cf. p. 81 above. 
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couldn’t be estimated at more than 40,000 men. Then, as in 1850, we should 
have been forced to end a great effort by a great defeat. 

Bismarck then came to his immediate object. The initiative for 
an understanding should come from the Prince of Augustenburg. 
As the Crown Prince was his friend, it would be a good idea for 
him to give Prince Frederick an indication of the “conservative 
guarantees” that would be an indispensable condition of the 
recognition of his claims. “Speaking frankly,” continued Bis- 
marck, 

we could carry out the anne.'tation if we wanted it. Austria would rather 
see the duchies in. our hands than, in those of Duke Frederick.’® Bavaria and 
Wurttemberg look with such aversion at the establishment of a center of 
democracy on the Elbe that they would prefer even the aggrandisement of 
our territory. France admits the annexation in the hope of embroiling us 
with England and Austria. As far as England is concerned, that hope might 
be realized, unless the English, as I expect, yield to the /oft accompli-, with 
respect to Austria, not. I do not act in the Danish question without the 
agreement of Austria; on that rests our security against France. Russia 
is again seeking an arrangement with France in the Eastern Question. It 

has, perhaps, scruples about our annexation but will not act against us 

We can annex; we noUl not provided that the Duke gives us guarantees for 
a conservative regime.’® 

To Dvmcker and the Crown Prince, as supporters of the 
Augustenburg claims, Bismarck, no doubt exaggerated somewhat 
the strength of the Prussian position. When he realized that 
Austria had shifted its policy,*”* he no longer waited for the Prince 
to take the initiative. “Bismarck himself said to me yester- 
day,” wrote the Crown Prince to his friend on May 25, 

that now England and Austria are for you (France has been inclined that 
way for some time) and that therefore the moment has come to negotiate 
with you directly. It is a question, first of all (i. e. for Bismarck) to know 
whether you would place yourself on the ‘conservative basis’ and would be 
disposed to give such assurances or guarantees. 

This last point refers especially to the constitution of 1848, which, as you 
know, is detested here and which you took as your point of departure after 
the death of Frederick VII. 

I tell you this in the greatest haste .... because Bismarck added that it 

’® Cf. n. 49 p. 22t above. 

Haym, Das Leben Max Dunckers, pp. 339 - 344 . 

Cf. p. 233 above. 
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would be desirable that you either come here to Beiliu or that you meet me 
somewhere else to reach an agreement on this point.'® 

On June i, Prince Frederick arrived in Berlin and was received 
cordially by the Crown Prince and the King. The monarch, who 
was delighted with the turn events had taken,''"' had called on the 
Prince’s mother the day before and said that her son was now 
certain to obtain the duchies and that he wished to be the first to 
bring her the good news.'°’ 

But the King had reckoned without Bismarck. In the famous 
three-hour discussion on the evening of June i. Prince Frederick 
failed to win the Prussian minister to his cause. The next 
morning Bismarck telegraphed his instructions to Bernstorff at 
London: 

After thorough discussion wth Hereditan,’- Prince of Augustenburg, it 
seems to me required in special Prussian interests to further his candidacy 
no more than has already been done, and, as soon as objections to it are 
expressed, to declare that the dynast ’c part of our proposal is not the first 
consideration 

The accounts of the conference left by the two participants 
differ both as to the general character and as to many details of 
the discussion.''’® Bismarck ’s, which seems obviously to have been 
intended to prejudice the King against Prince Frederick, repre- 
sents the latter as adopting a cool and reserved attitude toward 
Prussia"" and as making objections to many details of the con- 
cessions demanded."' The Prince ’s version , which is less condensed, 
undoubtedly reproduces the spirit of the conversation more 

'® Crown Prince Frederick William to Duke Frederick, Potsdam, May 25, 
1864, Jansen-Samwer, SdUcswig-lTolstems Befremng, pp. 722-723. 

Karolyi to Rechberg, Berlin, June i, 1864, No. SS Appendix VI, p. 
324 below. 

Gebauer, Eerzog Friedrich VIII, p. 108. 

Bismarck, Die gesammellen Werke, IV, No. sgi. Cl. Bismarck to Goltz, 
ibid., No. 392. 

Cf. A. Wahl, “Die Unterredung Bismarcks mit dem Herzog Friedrich von 
Augustenburg am i Juni, 1864,” Hislorische Zeilschrift, XCV, pp. 58-70. 

"“E. g.: “Er sagte, die Herzogtumer batten Preussen nicht gerufen; ohne 
uns wurde der Bund die Befreiung der Herzogtiimer mit mehr Leichtigkeit unter 
weniger lastigen Bedingungen bewirkt haben. ’ ’ Bismarck, Die gesanunelten Werke, 
IV, p. 4 SO- 

^^Ibid., No. 394. 
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accurately.”® According to this, Bismarck began with a frank 
discussion of the international situation, of the Prince’s advisers, 
of the claims of the Grand Duke Oldenburg, and of the Schleswig- 
Holstein Constitution of 1848; all of which, Bismarck’s summary 
omits. Then came the examination of the concessions. Here, 
too, the accounts differ in details but they are in essential agree- 
ment that Prince Frederick regarded the consent of the Estates 
as necessary to an agreement with Prussia and that he was 
unwilling to accept Bismarck’s suggestion of any written agree- 
ment, for the time being, beyond the letter of April 29 to King 
William.”® 

Opinions differ as to whether Bismarck was sincere in his 
negotiations with the Prince and as to whether the latter, by 
more clever tactics, could have reached a binding agreement 
with the Prussian minister.”^ In his memoirs, Bismarck indicates 
that the Prince “by refusing the so-called February conditions, 
missed the favorable moment.””® But it seems clear that the 
fate of the Prince depended not upon himself but upon factors 
over which he had no control; Austria, King William, and the 
course of events. Whenever Bismarck judged that he would 
have to accept Prince Frederick as Duke of Schleswig-Holstein, 
he would do so; whenever Bismarck judged that he could dis- 
pense with him, he would.”® 


X 

The Austro-Prussian demand for the cession of the whole of 
the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein had been followed by a 
British proposal for the division of Schleswig. The frontier was 
to run no farther north than the mouth of the Schlei and the line 
of the Danneoirke. No fortresses or military ports were to be 
established in the ceded territory; there was to be no further 

'“Text in Jansen-Samwer, Schleswig-Holsteins Befreiung, pp. 731-736. 

1“ Jansen-Samwer, Schlesmg-IIolstcins Befreiung, pp. 731-736. Cf. ibid., pp. 
337-343> footnotes; 736-741; and Gebauer, Uerzog Friedrich VIII, pp. 108-112. 
Gebauer, op. cit., pp. 109 f. 

Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnertmgen, II, p. 23. 

™ Karolyi to Rechberg, No. SS. A-E., June 1, 1864. Appendix VI, pp. 

3*4-327- 
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interference by Germany in the affairs of Denmark; the destiny 
of Holstein, Lauenburg, and the ceded portion of Schleswig was 
not to be settled without their consent.*” This was accepted in 
principle by all and the rest of the Conference turned on the 
question of where the frontier should be drawn.*’® 

The Schlei-Dannevirke line was suggested with regard to 
military rather than national considerations.**® In spite of the 
experience of the opening days of the w'ar, it had maintained a 
considerable reputation as a defensive position. But a division 
on that line was too far south for the German Powers. They 
claimed, and justly, that it left purely German districts to Denmark 
and in their turn, suggested the equally unjust line of Apenrade- 
Hoyer. Between these two lines, compromise proved impossible. 
In an effort to bring one about, Bemstorff suggested that his 
government might be willing to accept a line from Flensburg to 
Hoyer, leaving Flensburg to the Germans.*®® But the Danes held 
firm to the Schlei-Dannevirke and the Conference broke up 
without a decision. 

Two other schemes to save the Conference had failed in the 
same way. Bemstorff proposed that the people of the disputed 
district be consulted as to their nationality,*”* and the British 
delegation proposed that the selection of a compromise line be 

Protocol of the session of May 28, 1864. 

The dynastic question played a secondary part. The most important in- 
cident in regard to it was the announcement made by Baron Brunnow at the 
session of June 2, that the Tsar of Russia had ceded all his rights and claims in 
Holstein to the Grand Duke of Oldenburg. According to Oncken, Grand Duke 
Peter of Oldenburg, p. 69, the Tsar had promised this already in i860, in case the 
Treaty of London should be abrogated. According to statements, reported by 
the British and French diplomatic representatives at St. Petersburg, the cession 
was made in 1S62. Napier to Russell, No. 282, May 30, 1864, confidential 
(Record OfiSce, Ixmdon); Les Originrs diplomaiiqties de la guerre de 1870 - 1871 , 111 , 
No. 600. Gorchakov assured Lord Napier that the announcement at the Confer- 
ence was not based on previous agreement with Prussia. But see above, p. 234. 

Russell to Cowley, No. 500, June ii, 1864 (Record Office, London). 

Session of June 2, 1864. This had been authorized by Bismarck’s telegram 
of May 27, 1864. See above, p. 236, note g6. 

This plan was strenuously opposed by Austria in the confidential negotia- 
tions between the two German i’owers in June. It was presented at the session of 
June 18 by direct order of Bismarck to Bernstorfi. Telegram No. 351, June. 17, 
1864, Bismarck, Die gesammelten Werke, IV, No. 409. 
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left to the mediation of a neutral sovereign. The former proposi- 
tion, which Austria supported in terms that were equivalent to 
a rejection, was refused by the Danes and even more emphatically 
by Russia. The second was accepted by Prussia and Austria on 
condition that the mediator should be a sovereign not represented 
at the Conference, and that his decision should not be a binding 
arbitral award. The Danes flatly rejected it and demanded either 
the Schlei-Dannevirke line or the maintenance of the Treaty of 
London. 

Again, as in December, the Danes had done Bismarck’s work 
for him. They had rejected the compromises; Prussia had 
offered to be reasonable. It is, of course, true that the Prussian 
delegates had kept plenty of loopholes for eventual escape from 
their offers, but the Danes had never left them the initiative of 
rejecting a compromise. 

The Danes had agreed to accept a division of Schleswig at the 
Schlei-Dannevirke line. From the national point of view, that 
would include in Denmark all the Danish-speaking populations 
and also the district of Angeln, which had been completely 
Germanized only in the nineteenth century. From the historical 
point of view, it was almost as satisfactory. The Eider had been 
the historical frontier of Denmark, but the Dannevirke had been 
its defensive one. This frontier was the Danish ultimatum. 

The mediation proposal was rejected because it was feared that 
the frontier might be drawn north of Flensburg. The frontier 
which was established after the plebiscite of 1920 might well have 
been obtained in 1864, perhaps even more.*^^ But ‘ ‘ aside from the 
fact that the Schleswigers themselves were opposed to a division 
of the duchy, a Schleswig north of Flensburg did not in those 
days seem of especial value; not d3Tiastic to the Royal House, 
not historical or cultural to the ‘Whole-State’ party, not 
legitimate or economic to the Eider-Danes, and not even national 
to the advocates of partition. ’ 

In the elections of February 12, 1867, for the North German Reichstag, 
Flensburg gave 1836 votes for the Danish candidate as against 1648 for the two 
German candidates Hackeprang, Nordslesvig, 1864-1909, p 35 

M. Rubin, in Eistorisk Tidsskrifl, (Copenhagen), 8 R., V, p. 123. 



THE LONDON CONFERENCE 


243 


The National Liberals, who still controlled Danish policy, and 
especially Krieger, their representative at the Conference, had 
never really liked the negotiations. They felt that they were 
being dragged from concession to concession and that it would be 
better to keep up the fight. Untaught by the experience of the 
first stages of the war, they overestimated the strength of 
Denmark ’s military position and they still hoped for foreign aid.“^ 

During the Conference, the Danish plenipotentiaries were in dose touch 
with some of the minor leaders of the Opposition, They were frequently advised 
to break up the Conference as the Tories intended to avoid a serious attack on the 
Government’s Danish policy as long as the Conference was in session. Bille to 
Monrad, No. 58, June 7, 1864. (Copenhagen Archives). Cf. Krieger, Dagh^ger, 
m, pp. t 40 f, iss. 156 f. IS 9 f. 163. 167- 



CHAPTER Vn 


THE END OF THE SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION. 

I 

With the break-up of the Conference, the Danes hoped that 
public opinion and Parliament would force the British cabinet 
either to support them or to give place to a cabinet that would.i 
As the war had progressed, public opinion, press, and Parliament 
bad continued loud in favor of Denmark. The appearance of the 
Austrian fleet in the Channel on its way to the North Sea at the 
end of April had increased the excitement and Palmerston had 
warned Appon3d that if it approached the entrance to the Baltic, 
it would be followed by a superior British squadron.* The news 

1 “ D ’aprSs ce qu 'un membre du parti Tory m ’a dit bier, il paralt certain que 
1 ’opposition parlementaire s’est dficidfie a s’abstenir d’attaquer s^rieusement le 
Gouvernement sur la politique ^ notre £gard pendant la dur£e de la Conference. 
Mais mon interlocuteur m’a assure que si la Conference venait a se dissoudre sans 
avoir obtenu aucun resultat et cela parceque I’Allemagne n’aurait pas voulu suivre 
notre exemple en acceptant purement et simplement la proposition anglaise du 28 
Mai, — que 1 ’opposition parlementaire serait alors bien decidee d. faire une demarche 
au Parlement dont le but serait d’amener le Gouvernement soit & preter au Dane- 
markunsecoursefficacepourlemaintiendesonindependance, soitil ceder la place 
au parti Tory qui iilors entreprendait de nous secourir. Mon interlocuteur crut 
que la forme que prendrait cette demarche serait celle d’une addresse k la Reine, 
pliant Sa Majeste k prendre les mesures necessaires pour maintenir I’independance 
et I’integrite du Danemark. II etait d’avis que le Gouvernement du Roi ddt tenir 
fermement k la proportion anglaise du 28 Mai, au moins pour ce qui conceme la 
frontikre, et il etait convaincu que le pays et le Parlement ne toieraient jamais que 
le Ministere abandonnkt cette frontikre proposee par lui-meme pour une autre 

plus desadvantageuse au Danemark Je crois devoir ajouter que le sentiment 

d’indignation centre I’AUemagne s’etend et s’accroit ici de jour en jour et qu’il 
manque, selon moi, tr& peu k I’heure qu’il est que 1 ’opinion publique ne se prononce 
ouvcrtement pour une prise d’armes en notre faveur, si la Conference ne dtlt pas 
nous procurer une paix honorable et satisfaisante.” Bille to Monrad, No. 58, 
London, June 7, 1864 (Copenhagen Archives). 

’ Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 249-253; Apponyi to Rechberg, No. 42-C, May 3, 
1864 (Vienna Archives). 
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of the Danish victory of Helgoland had been acclaimed en- 
thusiastically in London. During the Conference, the indignation 
against Germany and especially Prussia reached dangerous 
heights. If he were to believe some organs of the English press 
and the reports of his own agents in London, Bismarck said to 
Buchanan on June 17, he would consider it probable that England 
and Prussia would be at war in a fortnight; he believed, in fact, 
this eventuality to be almost inevitable.® To Bernstorff, at 
about the same time. Clarendon said: “We are drifting into war 
just as we did ten years ago. I can’t, of course, declare this 
officially, but I assure you as a friend, that as surely as we are at 
this moment here in Buckingham Palace — England will take part 
in the war if it begins again. ’ 

Before coming to a final decision, the cabinet tried to win the 
support of Napoleon in securing the Schlei-Dannevirke frontier 
for Denmark. Early in June, Lord Cowley had reconnoitered 
the terrain in Paris and reported that it was unsatisfactory. 
Drouyn de Lhuys had seemed well disposed but the Emperor had 
refused. The line of frontier proposed by the British pleni- 
potentiaries would leave to Denmark a considerable portion of 
territory inhabited solely by Germans, and “His Majesty, with 
the opinions which he had always entertained and expressed in 
respect to nationalities cotdd not press this arrangement to 
extremities [d outrance].”^ A telegram on June 6, from Mander- 
strom to the Swedish minister in Paris, stirred the French cabinet 
out of its reserve. It directed him to inform Drouyn de Lhuys 
that Russia was proposing that Denmark enter the Germanic 
Confederation with aU its territories.® Drouyn de Lhuys tele- 
graphed to London that France was prepared to join her forces 

® Buchanan to Bussell, No. 522, June 18, 1864, Confidential (Record Office, 
London). 

* Bemstorfi to King William, June 17, 1864, Ringhoffer, Im Kampfe jUr 
Preussens Elire, p. 572- Cf. Clarendon’s letter to Cowley in Wellesley, The Paris 
Embassy during the Second Empire, p. 267. 

® Cowley to Russell, telegram, June 4, 1864, 6:30 P. M.; No. fispB, June s, 
1864, most confidential (Record Office, London). 

• Manderstrom to Adebviird, telegram, June s, 1864, Les Origines diplotnali- 
ques de la guerre de 1870 - 1871 , III, No. 610. Cf. ibid.. No. 621; Neergaard, Under 
Juniffundloven, II, pp. 1311-1314. 
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to those of Great Britain and Sweden Lo prevent the accomplish- 
ment of such a project.’ But the crisis died away almost as 
quickly as it had arisen. Gorchakov formally denied that Russia 
had proposed the plan Monrad declared that neither he nor his 
colleagues would accept it;* Bismarck assured Talleyrand that 
French opposition to it would have the entire s3Tiipathy of 
Prussia.’” 

Although for the first time France had made a direct advance to 
England, Russell seems to have received it cooUy. He evidently 
suspected that what irritated the French was not so much the 
hard fate of Denmark as the fact that the incorporation of that 
monarchy in the Confederation would m a ke a Scandinavian 
union impossible. The incorporation of Denmark with the 
Germanic Confederation, he said to the French ambassador, 
would be no less distasteful to Her Majesty ’s government than it 
would be to France. What the British government desired was to 
see Denmark maintain her independent position and neither form 
part of Germany nor of a Scandinavian kingdom. But the best 
mode of preventing the absorption of Denmark into the Con- 
federation was, in his opinion, that France and Great Britain 
should join in preventing by force, if necessary, any attempt to 
deprive Denmark of the position of an independent Power. As 
both were now desirous of upholding Denmark as an independent 
monarchy, they might very well imite their efforts to prevent the 
projects of the German Powers for confining Denmark to such 
narrow limits as would render it impossible for her any longer to 
maintain herself without associating herself with the German 
Confederation or with a new Scandinavian union. For if 
Denmark should find herself entirely without the support of the 

’ Drouyn de Lhuys to La Tour d’Auvergne, telegram, June 6, 1864, 4:30 
P. M., Les Origines diplomaiiqms de la guerre de 1870-1871, III, No. 612. 

® Massignac to Drouyn de I.huys, June 7, 1864, ibid.. No. 622. 

° “II n’y S' pas de proposition russe; ce sont des id£es finises, dans sa cor- 
respondence, par le Ministre de Danemark 3 . Petersburg, attendu ces jouis-ci. 
Le Prdsident du Conseil me declare qu’en aucun cas ni lui ni ses CollSgues n’y 
prSteraient les mains.’’ Dot€zac to Drouyn de Lhuys, telegram, June g, 1864, 
ibid.. No. 637. 

Talleyrand to Drouyn de Lhuys, June 8, 1864, ibid.. No. 627. 
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Great Powers in maintaining her independent position, she might 
consider it to be for her interest to Join the German Confederation, 
and in that case it would be impossible for England to join in 
resisting such a step by force of arms. It was obvious to him, 
however, that the most effectual mode of preventing such a 
measure was to secure to Denmark such independence as would 
take from her any temptation to do so ; and in order to attain this 
object, the cooperation of France and England seemed to afford 
the surest means.^^ 

Although Napoleon was billing to use threats and perhaps even 
force to prevent a settlement of the Danish question which would 
have made the Scandinavian union impossible and have served 
as a precedent for the inclusion of Venetia in the Confederation,'® 
he was not willing to do so for the sake of preserving a few square 
miles of territory and a few tens of thousands of inhabitants to the 
Danish Monarchy. In the present state of feeling in Germany, 
such action would mean war. A naval demonstration in which 
shots were fired would mean for France war by land as well as by 
sea. England could limit her operations, France could not ; and a 
war on her frontiers against all of Germany would be a most 
serious enterprise. “In such an eventualil}’, ’ ' Drouyn de Lhuys 
asks in his dispatch to La Tour d 'Auvergne, “would England be 
prepared to give us her unlimited support? The government of 
His Majesty, in demanding the support of the legislative bodies 
would have to explain to them the advantages for which the blood 
of France was to be spilt. Will the British cabinet put us in a 
position to answer that question?”'® 

Whether these questions were intended to be more than 
rhetorical, it is impossible to say." To the Danish minister in 

Russell to Cowley, No 491, June 8, 1864 (Record Office, London); La 
Tour d’Auvergne to Dromn de Lhuys, June 8, 1864, Les Origines diplomatiques 
de la guerre de 1870-1871, III, No 631. 

“ DShler, Napoleon III. und die deutsch-ddnischc Frage, p. 97. 

“ DroujTi de Lhuys to La Tour d’Auvergne, June to, 1804. Les Origines 
diplomatiques de la guerre de 1870-1871, HI, No. O40. 

“ ‘‘Morny had a long conversation with the Emperor this afternoon. He en- 
deavored to persuade His Majesty to cooperate with Her Majesty’s Government 
on the Danish question. The Emperor refused, declaring he would not risk a war 
for the sake of Denmark. His Majesty is convinced that England must givg 
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Paris, Drouyn de Lhuys admitted that “there was a shade of 
difference of opinion between himself and the Emperor as to what 
should be the attitude of France at the present moment in the 
Danish question.’’^® The correspondence of both Cowley and 
Goltz shows that in general Drouyn de Lhuys was more willing to 
take a firm stand against the German Powers than was the 
Emperor. At this very time, however, Drouyn de Lhuys again 
brought up in conversation with Goltz the idea of incorporating 
the German duchies with Prussia. “He would much rather see 
Holstein, Lauenburg, and a moderate part of Schleswig in the 
hands of Prussia, which would know how to make use of them 
and whose government would be a blessing to them, than in the 
hands of a petty duke. To be sure, besides himself, only the 
Emperor Napoleon shared this view, which, if it became known 
in political circles in Paris, would create the greatest dissatisfac- 
tion. Nevertheless, they were both determined to carry it out if 
Prussia were ready. ’ 

Was Napoleon asking for bids? Whatever the answer to that 
may be, Drouyn de Lhuys’ question cooled the ardor of the 
British.^’’ It was never answered and on June 25, the British 
cabinet “divided and came to a tolerable, not the best, con- 
clusion.’’*® On June 27, Russell in the House of Lords and 

material assistance to Denmark, and this is evidently what be desires. Should 
this assistance extend to the Adriatic, the Emperor would profit by it to obtain the 
liberation of Venetia. The Emperor gave the same assurance to Morny which he 
had given to others, that nothing but aggression on the part of England would 
induce him to quarrel with her.” Cowley to Russell, telegram, June as, 1864, 
12 :rS A. M., private (Record Office, London). Cf. Rouher’s statements to Cowley, 
in Walpole, Russell, II, pp. 394 f.; Drouyn de Lhuys’ to Cowley, in Wellesley, The 
Paris Embassy during the Second Empire, pp. 268 f . 

“ Cowley to Russell, No. 68$, June ii, 1864, most confidential (Record Office, 
London). 

“ Goltz to Bismarck, No. 196, June 9, 1864, sehr vertraulich. Goltz replied 
by referring to the April negotiations and the program then agreed upon. HShnsen 
Ursprung und Geschichte des Ariikels V des Prager Friedens, I, No. 154. 

u Walpole, Russell, II, pp. 394!. “Lord Russell writes to the Queen that it 
will be very difficult to avoid giving assistance to Denmark; yet he admits that 
without France our aid will be inefficient. He hesitates with reason at the price 
asked by France for her co-operation . ” C. Grey to Granville, Windsor Castle, 
June 23, 1864, Fitzmaurice, Granville, I, p. 473. 

*• Morley, Gladstone, II, p. 118. 
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Palmerston in the House of Commons announced the decision of 
the government to let events take their course. Only if Copen- 
hagen itself were menaced, would they think it necessary to come 
to a fresh decision.'” A vote of censure was proposed in both 
houses. In the Lords, the government was defeated by nine 
votes; in the Commons, it was saved by eighteen.”” 

' ‘We have done better than could be ejqiected in both Houses, ’ ’ 
wrote Russell to Cowley, “and I trust the Foreign Ministers will 
now see that they had better keep on good terms with us and not 

expect the Tories to walk into my room I am very glad 

that we have not given in to the temptation of a war between 
France and Germany. The French, if they get an inch, will 
certainly take an ell. ’ 


n 

The armistice, which had been renewed for two weeks from June 
12, expired on the day after the last session of the Conference. 
During that time, old Marshall Wrangel had been superseded in 
command of the allied armies by Prince Frederick Charles of 
Prussia. The Prussians wanted to adopt the plan of operations 
drawn up by Moltke for a simultaneous landing on the islands of 
Alsen and Funen. But although Ring William and Bismarck, 
who were with Francis Joseph and Rechberg at Carlsbad, urged 
this, the Austrians would agree only to the occupation of Jutland 
north of the Liim fiord and the attack on Alsen.”” 

“ Hansard, 3rd series, CLXXVI, coll. 323, 351. 

Walpole, Eistory of Twenty-five Years, I, pp. 449-433. It is open to doubt 
whether, if the Tories had overthrown the government, they would have aided 
Denmark. See above p. 172, note 10. Also Laughton, Henry Reeve, H, pp. rod f. 
Malmesbury, Memoirs of an Ex-Minister, H, p. 319. 

“ Russell to Cowley, July 9, 1864, Walpole, Russell, II, p. 396. 

Rechberg believed that the attack on Fiinen would be an unnecessary 
provocation to Great Britain. He feared that that Power was likely to enter the 
war and that Palmerston wbuld stir up revolutionary movements in the Austrian 
dominions. Von Sybel, Die Begrilndung des dcutschen Reiches, III, p. 334. Clarendon 

had said to Bernstorff shortly before the end of the Conference: “ You can do 

what you will on the mainland, but not on sea. You won’t reach Copenhagen, nor 
the Sound, nor even Alsen.” RinghoSer, Im KampfefUr Preussens Ekre, p. 372. 
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On June 29, the Prussians succeeded in crossing to Alsen and 
the Danish troops were withdrawn by sea. The capture of Alsen 
really broke the resistance of the Danes. They had counted on 
being able to keep the Germans out of the islands, but they now 
realized that the fleet could not prevent the Prussians from 
crossing a narrow channel under the protection of their superior 
artillery. A landing in Fiinen was seen to be possible, and faith 
in the inaccessibility of Zealand was shaken. On July 8, the 
Monrad ministry, which had long ceased to command the King’s 
confidence, resigned and on July 12, the new ministry which had 
been formed under Bluhmc, proposed an armistice. It began on 
July 20 and before the end of the month, the peace negotiations 
were opened at Vienna. The most important provision of the 
treaty of peace, signed on October 30, was that King Christian 
IX ceded to Austria and Prussia his rights to the three duchies 
of Schleswig, Holstein and Lauenburg.^ 

Ill 

With the Treaty of Vienna, the problem of the relations of the 
duchies to Denmark was solved. One aspect of the Schleswig- 
Holstein question, that of the succession to the throne of the 
duchies, coniinued for two more years until the guns of K6nig- 
gratz ended it forever. In 1852, assembled Europe had solemnly 
pronounced the integrity of the Danish Monarchy to be a 
necessary element of the balance of power; in 1864, not a hand 
had been raised to defend it. The old Danish Monarchy had 
come to an end. It was mourned by few in any of its partsy 
The King of Denmark and the conservative ‘Whole State’ 
elements, in Denmark and in the duchies, regretted its passing®^ 

® A preliminary treaty had been signed on August i. A few changes were 
made in the northern frontier of Schleswig to compensate Denmark for the Jutish 
enclaves in Schleswig. 

Neergaard, Under Jtmifjrmiloien, p. lagp. “ Est-ce irr^vocablement 
fait de I’intfigrite de 1 ’antique et noble Monarchies Ce que des siMes avaient r6uni, 
des disoosi'iors qu’on appcllcra un jour passagfercs, vont-elles le scinder ^ tout 
jamais”’ O. Plessen to Monrad, No. 26, St. Petersburg, June i, 1864 (Copen- 
hagen .Arehives) 
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but the great majority of the people had long lobt their interest in 
the monarchy as a whole. iThe Germans in the duchies were 
happy to be free from Denmark and the people of the kingdom 
were glad to be rid of the Germans.^ 

(Tor Denmark, a new question had arisen. The Danes had 
hoped to be able to save most of Schleswig, but when all had been 
lost, attention was turned to North Schleswig. The Danish 
point of view had been political and historical; it became purely 
national. A few politicians continued to think in the old way 
and to hope for a new settlement on the former basis. P. Vedel, 
permanent under-secretary for foreign affairs, who was in close 
touch with the politicians who had made the final decision, wrote 
to Count Hamilton that he hoped that the last word had not been 
said in a peace that took away all of Schleswig.) “I hear many 
complaining now, ’ ’ he continued, 

that we did not in London accept the Apenrade-Hoyer line. I find it good 
that we did not and though I did not approve of all that we did, or rather, 
did not do. at London, I shall always be ready to defend our Government 
and our negotiators for a policy that offered great chances and which, with 
a little luck could have led to a really acceptable result. As conditions now 
are, I regard it as best to strive for favorable financial terms but not to give 
the least bit for a useless fragment of North Schleswig, which, besides, would 
give the peace the appearance of finally having paid some regard to the 
principle of nationality. Much rather a peace that is recognized by every- 
one to rest upon no principle at all, for there will be then much more pros- 
pect of an opportunity, that will not have to be waited for too long, for 
revising it on a real basis that will be either political-historical or national. 
Rather let the Germans incorporate the whole of the Danish nationality in 
North Schleswig, .with Germany than a fragment that will perhaps lack 
the strength to offer energetic resistance to Germanization. ... I hope, then, 
for a third act in the drama “ 

The third act came, but not until over fifty years later, and it 
brought back to Denmark no more, and probably less than 
might have been obtained in 1864. 

The policy of the Danes had been faulty. That they under- 
estimated the real danger of their situation is explicable when we 
look back at the events of 1848 and at the attitude taken by the 

“ Vedel to Hamilton, August i, 1S64, Carlquist, IV Henning Hamiltons 
Br^sanding, II, pp. i68f 
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Powers since that time, their misunderstanding of Bismarck’s 
policy was shared by the statesmen of greater states than 
Denmark. They misjudged the possibilities of the international 
situation, especially the intentions of Napoleon III,) but so did 
most of Europe. At the end, it was only by a very narrow margin 
that the British Parliament adopted the policy of non-interven- 
tion.^ By more clever tactics, however, the Danish government 
could have greatly improved its position. Ijnstead of putting Bis- 
marck into difficulties by showing greater moderation and willing- 
ness to compromise than did Prussia, the Danes twice, in December 
1863, and in June 1864, played into his hands. If they had 
yielded on the question of the constitution in December, it would 
have been much more difficult for Bismarck to have secured a 
satisfactory pretext for war; and if they had accepted mediation 
in June, it would have been much more difficult for him to obtain 
aUof Schleswig or even the maximum that he reaUy wanted! 
^“We lacked,” wrote Monrad in later years, ‘‘a political 
■ genius. ’ Even without a political genius, the Danish govern- 
ment might have realized that a small Power must not run the 
risks involved in playing high politics. ‘ ‘ Why is it, ’ ’ the Danish 
minister asked Gorchakov, “that I find that you do not apply 
in your own policy [in the Polish question] the same principles 
that you advise us to follow?” The Russian vice-chancellor 
replied: “I have always talked to you as a sincere friend of 
Denmark. You are not seventy millions as we are. ’ 

1 , Sweden learned this lesson at a smaller cost. Like Denmark, 
she had expected the ‘Western Powers’ to intervene against the 
Germans and was prepared to support them. The expectation 
of Swedish support had been an important factor in the decis^ 
ions of the Danish ministers during 1863. But there were two 
points of view struggling for mastery in the Swedish govern- 
ment and her policy was ambiguous and unsteady. iThe King, 
the Crown Prince, and possibly the minister for foreign affairs, 
looked forward to the creation of the Scandinavian union. Most 
of the ministers, however, favored non-intervention in foreign 

“ Monrad, Ddtagdse i Begivenhedeme, 1864, p. 22 

” O Plessen to Hall, No. 38, August s, 1863 (Copenhagen Archives). 
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politics and the concentration of Sweden ’s efforts and resources 
on political and economic reform at home.) Insufficient encour- 
agement from the ‘Western Powers’ and the dread that Russia 
would support Austria and Prussia if Sweden joined Denmark 
combined with the sentiments of the majority of the people to 
give the victory to the policy of non-intervention. 'Puring the 
war, the King of Sweden intrigued with the ultra-Scandinavian 
elements at Copenhagen and held his fleet ready for action, but 
the government followed a policy of caution and reserve.^® ' 
teritish policy had aimed first at securing a peaceful settlement 
of the Schleswig-Holstein question,) then at maintaining the 
integrity of the Danish Monarchy, hnd in the end, ‘at securing the 
division of Schleswig on a line favorable to Denmark.* It failed 
at every point./ The material defeat was not so great as the 
moral. It was half a century before a German fleet based on Kiel 
was a menace to England but the loss of British prestige was 
immediate and complete. The British government had given 
good advice at Copenhagen, but the outspoken support of Parlia- 
ment and Press made the Danes believe that the warnings of Earl 
Russell were not to be taken seriously. Worse still, in giving this 
impression, were the threatening notes to the German states and 
the rash bluster of Palmerston. The bull dog was barking 
loudly; but he seemed no longer capable of biting. “England 
had recoiled with vigor,” was the comment of Drou3m de 
Lhuys.“ Gorchakov told Lord Napier that he “did not take 
even into contemplation the contingency of armed interven- 
tion from any quarter whatever. And Bismarck told Sir 
Andrew Buchanan that he didn’t care whether England joined 
in the war or not.^^ ^It was not until the Congress of Berlin that 
the words of a British statesman again had weight in the councils 
of Europe. Palmerston and Russell made the fatal blunder of 

M Many points in Swedish policy are still obscure. This is especially true of 
her relations with France. 

“ Mulinen to Rechberg, No. 26B., July 4, 1864; Appendix V. p. 308 below. 

Napier to Russell, No. 267, May 24, 1864, secret and confidential; Appen- 
dix Vin below. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 522, June 18, 1864, confidential, (Record Office, 
London). 



254 


SCELESWIG-EOLSTEIN QUESTION 


adopting a policy that they were not willing to carry through to 
the limit. Even when they were suggesting intervention to 
France and Russia they shrank from accepting the consequences 
of such action. When it was all over, they breathed a sigh of 
relief that their proposals had not been taken up.®'* | 

\Russia had followed a consistent policy and was not dissatisfied 
with the result. The integrity of the Danish Monarchy had been 
given up and the Germans had the port of Kiel.* But interests 
which Russia regarded as of much greater importance had been 
safeguarded. \Austria and Prussia had successfully resisted the 
“Revolution” in Germany; Napoleon III had found no ally for 
his supposed warlike plans; the Scandinavian union had been 
avoided; and the entente of the three ‘Eastern Powers ’had been 
strengthened.®® * 

(At the end of the Danish War, the situation had not yet 
shaped itself in accordance with Napoleon’s wishes.* The war 
had come, but not the profit that he had hoped from it. ^The 
duchies had been taken away from Denmark, but Schleswig had 
not been divided on national lines and the Scandinavian union 
was as distant as §ver. ^ More important from his point of view 
was the fact that (Austria and Prussia were still allied and the 
complications that Bismarck had indicated to him had not yet 
come to pass. The war had remained localized and he had not had 
a chance to throw the weight of France into the scales and thus 
dictate the terms of a general settlement.) But there was no more 
reason for him to give up hope for the success of his policy than 
there had been in January or in February. The agreement of 
Austria and Prussia on the Augustenburg candidacy had been 
momentary. The final disposition of the booty had not been 
arranged and the two German Powers were as far from an 
agreement as ever. 

\ln view of the later course of Franco-Prussian relations, the 
policy of Napoleon III in the Schleswig-Holstein question is 
generally regarded as the origin of the downfall of the Second 

See above, pp. 246, 249, and Ashley, Palmerston, II, pp. 255-258. 

“ Cf. Dalwigk’s account of his conversation with Alexander II in June 1864, 
Vogt, Die hessische Politik, pp. 210 f. 
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Empire. De la Gorce, for example, believes that the crossing of 
the frontier of Jutland by Prussian troops was the moment 
indicated for a decisive intervention.®^ That seems to me an 
unjustified criticism. Napoleon was quite justified in not risking 
war with all of Germany at that time. His fatal mistake was 
made not in 1863 or 1864, but after Koniggratz in 1866. That 
was the culmination of his policy in the Schleswig-Holstein 
question. It had brought him to a position where France could 
dominate events. That he did not take advantage of it was the 
fault of his character, not of his policy. 

For Austria, it has been said that the death of Frederick VII 
came three months too late.®® If the crisis in the succession 
question had come at the time of the Franlijvrler Fmstentag,, 
while Austria was still the ‘Liberal’ leader in Germany and while 
she was still associated with France and Great Britain in the 
Polish question,'jt might have marked the end, not the beginning 
of Bismarck ’s career. But in November, Austria was caught at a 
moment of practical isolation, in the course of a re-orientation of 
policy.) A great man at Vienna might, even in November, have 
carried through an anti-Prussian policy by putting Austria 
boldly at the head of the national movement in Germany. But 
it would have required a man with strength of character, breadth 
of vision and disregard for scruples, — in a word, a Bismarck, not 
a Rechberg. The latter, however, adopted the policy of co- 
operation with Prussia against the liberal and national elements 
in Germany. ^The course of events brought the Austrians deeper 
and deeper into a situation that could bring them no profit. But 
once engaged, Austrian prestige and the declared intention of 
Prussia to go ahead even without her, kept the alliance intact.®® 
If Rechberg had been able to maintain his policy of cooperation 
with Bismarck, the result might not have been so fatal to Austria. ) 
That Austrian hegemony in Germany was doomed seems certain, 
but that dualism was impossible cannot be proved. In his 

“ De la Gorce, Histoire du second Empire, IV, p. 518. 

Lenz, GeschicMe Bismarcks, pp. 219 f. 

" Cf. Chotek to Rechberg, No. 59 A-B, Berlin, June 14, 1864 (Vienna Archives.) 
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Reflections and Reminiscences,^’’ Bismarck assures us that he would 
at this time have been satisfied mth equality with Austria. )As 
long as he was Prussian minister, there could have been little 
question of equality of control-Li863 and 1864 showed that, — 
but the dualistic plans which Bismarck had so often' described 
might have been realized. Rechberg’s position, however, was 
shaken as the spring of 1864 progressed. The anti-Prussian 
elements regained their influence and Austria refused to admit 
the possibility of mere equality with Prussia. In May, 1864, 
Bismarck’s suggestion of a policy of “mutual compensation” 
was disregarded and by adopting the Augustenburg candidacy, 
Austria swung back to the policy she had abandoned in October 
and November 1863. The result was 1866.' 

(jBismarck had the most reason to be satisfied with the position 
of his country at the close of the Danish War. The first stage of 
his policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question had been carried 
to a successful conclusion. The duchies had been taken away 
from Denmark and the question of their final disposition was 
still open. ;His position cannot be better summarized than as it 
was in 1865 to Beust. 

Bismarck., boasted with the candor peculiar to him of how from the 
beginning he had conducted the Schleswig affair in accordance with Prussian 
interests. He had posed conditions to the Danes which he knew they could 
not possibly have accepted. At the same time, he had by indirect means 
encouraged them to active resistance. Through his secret agents, he had 
put before them the certain prospect of English assistance, while he had 
assured himself in advance that France did not want to go to war and 
therefore that England too would keep her sword in the scabbard. At the 
London Conference, he had (verba ipsissima) hitched the Duke of August- 
enburg as an ox before the plough to bring it ahead. As soon as the plough 
was in motion, he had again unhitched the ox. His own aim is the annexation 
of the duchies; the difficulty is to bring the King to do it. About Austria 
and the cleverness of its policy, Bismarck merely smiled.’* 

IV 

The problem of the disposition of the duchies, after they had 
been taken from Denmark, involved the solution of the German 

” Gedanketi und Erinnermigen, I, Ch. XVII. 

** Dalwigk to Gagern (quoting Beust), September 20, 1865, Vogt, Die hes- 
sische Politik, pp. 212 f. See Appendix X, below. 
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question. Bismarck had left Frankfurt in 1859, convinced that 
Prussia 's position in the Confederation was a sickness that sooner 
or later would have to be healed ferro et igni if, at the proper 
time, no other cure could be formd.“ During the first year of his 
ministry, it appeared that the struggle for the hegemony in 
Germany was inevitable. Austria seemed determined to persist 
in the objectionable policy of mobilizing the minor states against 
Prussia and of pushing through the Austrian schemes for the 
reform of the Confederation with complete disregard for Prussia. 
That, Bismarck was equally determined to prevent. “You are 
accustomed,” he remarked, in September 1863, to the Russian 
minister at Berlin, “to a Prussia that lives quietly between 
Berlin and Sans Souci and goes, if necessary, to Olmiitz. The 
time for that is absolutely past.”^” But when, in November, 
Austria turned away from the minor states and sought to co- 
operate with Prussia, Bismarck accepted the change with 
satisfaction.'*^ He had not said that ferro et igni was the only 
way of settling the German question and he seems to have been 
quite willing to accept for Prussia a position of equality with 
Austria in the Confederation." If Austria would sincerely 
abandon her policy of using the majority of the Diet against 
Prussia and, especially, admit Prussian hegemony in north 
Germany, the two Powers could, so far as Bismarck was con- 
cerned, live in reasonable harmony. 

From November 1863 to October 1864, such a situation ex- 
isted. Indeed, Bismarck used the alliance with Austria almost 
as much against the other states of Germany as against Denmark 
and the Great Powers." The way in which, in January, Austria 
and Prussia took into their own hands the management of the 

” A. O. Meyer, Bismarcks Kampf mil Oeslerreich 1851 - 1859 , pp. 481 f. 

Oubril’s report No. 297, September 15, 1863, from notes taken in the 
Russian archives in 1917 by Dr. R. H. Lord. Cf. Lord, “Bismarck and Russia in 
1863” in American Historical Reviau, XXIX, pp. 47 f. 

" Bismarck, Gedanken md Erinnerungm, II, pp. 3, s- 

Von Ruville, “Bismarck und die grossdeutsche Gedanke” in Forschungen 
sur Brandenburg-Prctissische Geschichle, XVI, and Thimme’s introductions to vols. 
IV and V of Bismarck, Die gesammellen Werke. 

" Cf. £. Maxcks, OUo von Bismarck, ein Lebensbild, pp. 77 fi. 
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Schleswig-Holstein question showed the palpable weakness of the 
‘third Germany.’ During the next few months, Bismarck 
drove the lesson home, lln February, Marshal Wrangel was 
allowed to bully the Federal troops in Holstein and Austria 
supported Prussia in rebuffing the protests of the Diet. In July, 
after friction had developed between Hanoverian and Prussian 
troops at Rendsburg, the Prussians took over the city. An 
armed collision was barely avoided.^^ 

feechberg continued to support Bismarck in dealing with the 
Diet and with the claims of the Prince of Augustenburg. ) In 
settling the future of the duchies, the two ministers were less 
successful. At Schonbriinn, on August 22, 1864, Emperor Francis 
Joseph, King William, Rechberg, and Bismarck, met to discuss 
their common problem. Bismarck urged the Austrians to allow 
the Prussians to annex Schleswig-Holstein without territorial 
compensation for Austria. The latter Power, he argued, had no 
interest in the duchies but a very real one in her relations with 
Prussia. For a time, he felt that he was making an impression, 
but when King William, in reply to a direct question, declared 
that he had no right to the territory and therefore could not lay 
claim to it, Bismarck ’s arguments were to no avail.'*® Bismarck, 
in his Reflections and Reminiscences, points out this conference as 
the real end of the possibility of dualism in Germany. As a 
matter of fact, however, the two ministers agreed that they 
would continue to cooperate in German affairs and the monarchs 
approved the decision. 

Rechberg fell from power, however, on October 2 7, j after the 
Prussian ministry, in spite of Bismarck’s pleading, refused to 
meet his moderate wishes in the Zollverein negotiations. VSchmer- 
ling had gradually undermined his rival’s position and the 
anti-Prussian forces at Vienna were gradually gaining the upper 
hand. Rechberg ’s successor at the BaUhausplatz was Count 

** Cf. A. stem, GeschicUe Europas, IX, pp. 361 f, 386 f. 

® Bismarck, Gedanken und Erinnerungm, I, pp.344 £f.; Bahncke, Die Pordlld- 
erzahlimgcn Bismarcks zu seinen Gedanken und Erinnerungen, pp. 102-105. Cf. 
the interesting letter of Jan. 9, 1867, from Rechberg to his brother, in F. Engel- 
J^osi, Graf Rechberg, pp. 147-150. 
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Mensdorff-Pouilly, a high-born, well-intentioned soldier. The 
real control of Austria’s German policy was in the hands of 
Biegeleben. Yet the breach was not immediate. The allies 
worked together in formally ending the Federal Execution and in 
forcing the evacuation of Holstein by the Saxon and Hanoverian 
troops. As late as February 20, 1865, Bismarck wrote to Goltz 
that the value of the Austrian alliance for Prussia had not yet 
been used up. 

The question of the duchies had, however, become the touch- 
stone of the alliance.'*®’^ If Austria accepted the Prussian demands,.- 
it would be an earnest of her good will in the German question; 
if she did not, war would sooner or later be inevitable. For the, 
time being, the Austrian government was not unwilling to let 
Prussia have the duchies in exchange for the cession of a bit of' 
Prussian territory, the County of Glatz, to Austria. Neither 
Bismarck nor King William would consider such a deal and on 
February 22, 1865, Bismarck finally transmitted to Vienna, the 
conditions imder which Prussia would agree to the establishment 
of a State of Schleswig-Holstein. He demanded a permanent and 
indissoluble, offensive and defensive alliance between the new 
state and Prussia; the amalgamation of the army and navy with 
those of Prussia, to whose king the soldiers and sailors would take 
the oath of military obedience; actual cession to Prussia of the 
land needed for coast defense works and naval bases; complete 
control of the projected Baltic-North Sea canal and of the postal 
and telegraph systems; and the accession of Schleswig-Holstein 
to the Prussian customs union.^® If these conditions had been 
accepted, annexation would have been superfluous.®’ 

''^^e Prussian King was gradually becoming more susceptible 
to suggestions of Prussian annexatioi^ His visit to the battlefield 
of Diippel in 1864 had aroused in him the desire to possess the 

This was written before I had seen F. Frahm’s use of the same figure in 
‘■pie Bismarcksche Losung der schleswig holsteinischen Frage”, Z. f. s-h. G., LDC, 
(1930), p. 428. 

“ Bismarck, Die gesammdlen Werke. V, No 62. 

Bismarck admitted to the Crown Prince of Prussia that the conditions had 
been drafted with the intention of making them unacceptable to the Prince of 
Augustenburg. Haym, Das Leben Max Dnnckers, p 363. 
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land consecrated by the blood of his soldiers. IJBismarck’s careful 
manipulation was steadily undermining the Augustenburg in- 
fluences at the Prussian court and the last serious scruples 
disappeared in the summer of 1865 when the majority report of 
the crown jurists declared that in November 1863, Christian of 
Gliicksburg had been the rightful heir to the duchies') 

The friction between Austria and Prussia increased rapidly. 
On May 29, 1865, a Prussian Crown Council formally discussed 
the question of war with Austria. The situation was grave but 
Bismarck felt that the possibilities for peaceful agreement were 
not yet exhausted. He recommended that the two conditions 
which had met with most opposition at Vienna, the amalgamation 
of the Schleswig-Holstein army with the Prussian, and the oath 
of obedience to the King of Prussia, be dropped and that a serious 
attempt be made to induce Austria to accept Prussia’s minimum 
demands.^® The agitation in the duchies in favor of the Prince of 
Augustenburg was, however, irritating not only the Prussian 
ministers but also King William. At the end of July, at another 
Crown Council meeting, it was decided to send what was prac- 
tically an ultimatum to Vienna. Until “order” was restored in 
the duchies, Prussia would cease negotiations. When the 
agitation was checked, Prussia would discuss the candidacy of 
the Grand Duke of Oldenburg. If Austria was unwilling to act 
against the -Augustenburg demonstrations, the Prussian com- 
mander-in-chief in the duchies would be ordered to do so alone.^° 
But once more, the breach was averted. By the Gastein Conven- 
tion of August 14, the Austrian Emperor sold his rights over 
Lauenburg to the King of Prussia and the administration of 
Holstein was awarded to Austria, that of Schleswig to Prussia.™ 
The Gastein Convention was a provisional measure. It 
brought the important question, that of the future sovereignty 
of Schleswig-Holstein, no nearer to solution. The fall of Schmer- 
ling, which had occurred on June 27, led to no real improvement 
in the situation, although for a time, Austria stood with Prussia 

Bismarck, Die gesammdten Werke, V, pp. 189 f. 

Von Sybel, Die Begrundung des deutschni Reiches, IV, p. 153 

Christian IX ’s right to succeed in Lauenburg had not been questioned. 
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in defending the convention against the indignation of the rest of 
Germany. Each of the allies was suspicious that the other was 
seeking support from France and Italy. In the administration of 
Holstein, the Austrians were less strict than the Prussians in 
Schleswig in suppressing popular and press demonstrations in 
favor of the Prince of Augustenburg and Bismarck’s notes of 
protest were coolly received. In November, Bismarck tried to 
persuade the Austrian government to let Prussia have the duchies 
for a money payment. At last, on February 28. 1866, the Prussian 
government formally reached the conclusion that Austria was 
determined not to meet Prussia’s wishes and that war must 
settle the questions at issue. The King was advised to begin 
military and diplomatic preparations for the impending struggle. 

Much more than the possession of Schleswig-Holstein was now 
at stake. On April 8, the Prusso-Italian alliance was signed; 
on April 9, the Prussian representative in the Diet at Frankfurt 
raised the German question. Step by step, Bismarck wore out 
the scanty patience of the Austrian government. Early in June, 
Austria called upon the Diet to deliberate on the succession to the 
duchies. In reply, Bismarck published Article V of the Conven- 
tion of January 16, 1864, by which it had been arranged that the 
two Powers would settle the future of the duchies only in mutual 
agreement, and charged Austria with violating the Gastein 
Convention. General von Manteuffel was ordered to enter 
Holstein and resume the exercise there of Prussia’s rights to 
co-sovereignty. On June 12, Austria severed diplomatic relations 
with Prussia. On June 14, the Prussian representative at Frank- 
furt declared that his government regarded the Confederation as 
ended by the action of Austria and her satellites. On July 3, the 
Prussians won the decisive victory at Koniggratz in Bohemia. 

By Article V of the Treaty of Prague of August 23, 1866, The 
Emperor of Austria ceded to the King of Prussia, all rights over 
the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein acquired under the treaty 
of Vienna of October 30, 1864, “with the condition that the 
populations of the northern districts of Schleswig, if they give 
evidence in a free vote of their desire to be united with Denmark, 
shall be ceded to Denmark.” Schleswig and Holstein were 
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incorporated into the Prussian state in 1867 but the condition, 
which had been inserted as a concession to Napoleon III, was not 
fulfilled. Prussia and Denmark were unable to reach an agree- 
ment on the conditions for the vote and cession. In 1878, a 
treaty between Germany and Austria-Hungary abrogated the 
clause.^ 

The Danes in North Schleswig continued to protest against the 
aimexation and to demand the execution of “Article V. ’ ’ They 
resisted all efforts of the Prussian administration to break up 
their national unity and succeeded in holding their own imtil the 
Treaty of Versailles in 1919 granted their demand for a plebiscite. 
In r920, that part of Schleswig north of a line drawn south of 
Tender and north of Flensburg, gave a majority of three to one 
in favor of union with Denmark. The small Danish minority in 
Flensburg still feels bitterly the separation from the north but 
with few exceptions, Danes and Germans are at last reasonably 
satisfied with the result. 

Cf. Platzhoff, Bismarck uiid die nordscldeswigsche Frage 1864-1879, HaJmsen, 
Ursprung und Geschiclite des Arlikds F des prager Friedetis, and Aage Friis, Den 
Danskc Regering og Nordslesvigs Genforening med Danmark. 
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The “Rittesschaet” 

The Ritterschaft (Dan. Ridderskab) included the principal noble 
landowners of the duchies. Kr. Erslev, in the article "Ridder- 
skab” in Salmonsens Konversationslexikon, points out that the 
term is sometimes used for the nobles as an estate but sometimes, 
for a special group in the fighting class. In Germany, a distinction 
was made between Reichsritier and the Ritter of the imperial 
vassals; in Denmark, between the Ridderskab and the Ridder- 
mcendsmcendene. When Schleswig and Holstein were joined to 
Denmark in the isth century, the Ritterschaft had many impor-" 
tant privileges and very great influence in the diets. When the 
divisions of the duchies between the various princely lines began, 
the Ritterschaft continued to form a unit under the common rule 
of the princes. Gradually, the princes stopped calling the diets 
and when the King of Denmark brought all of Schleswig under 
his own rule in the i8th century, he confirmed the privileges of 
the Ritter of each duchy separately. He continued, however, to 
recognize the nexus socialis, giving the Ritterschaft certain rights 
common to both duchies. In 1778, the Ritter of the two duchies 
were permitted to choose a ‘permanent deputation’ to look after 
their interests. By the beginning of the nineteenth century, the 
Ritterschaft had, in practice, lost its political rights and even its 
exemption from direct taxation. 

The importance of the Ritterschaft in the early history of the 
Schleswig-Holstein movement is due in part to the fact that it 
had a corporate organization, common to the two duchies, 
represented by the ‘permanent deputation.’ In part, its impor- 
tance was due to the fact that this corporate group included 
practically all the landed magnates. Their estates, mostly in the 
southeast and east sections, covered about one-fourth of the 
surface of the duchies, Even after the emancipation of the serfs, 
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the landowners were long the most important leaders in what was 
essentially an agrarian community. They had prestige, wealth, 
culture, and contacts with both Denmark and Germany. 

The traditional account of the origins of the Schleswig-Holstein 
movement begins with the attempt of the Ritterschaft, guided by 
Dahlmann, who was employed as secretary of the ‘permanent 
deputation,’ to recover its political position by demanding the 
fulfilment of Article XIII of the German Federal Act of 1815. 
This provided that “in alien Bundestaaten wird eine landstand- 
ische Verfassung Statt finden. ’ ’ It was hoped that the constitu- 
tion established under this article would include Schleswig because 
of the connection of the Ritter of the two duchies. 0 . Brandt has 
attempted to show that the origin of the movement is to be found 
earlier in the century, in the general struggle of the Ritterschaft 
against the centralising monarchy. He finds that principal 
stimulus, and even the beginnings of a national feeling, in the 
group that gathered at Emkendorf about Fritz Reventlow and 
his brilliant wife, Julia. The controversy that has developed over 
this is important for the study of German nationalism but is 
irrelevant to the main purpose of this monograph. 

On the Ritterschaft and its position in the Schleswig-Holstein 
question, cf. Kr. E[rslev], article “Ridderskab” in Salmonsens 
Konversationslexikon, xx (1926), p. 153; Springer, Friedrich 
Christoph Dahlmann] Brock, Vorgeschichte der schleswig-holstein- 
ischen Erhehung von 1848 , pp. 9 2 ., 16 f., 27; P. von Hedeman- 
Heespen, Die Herzogthumer Schleswig-Holstein vnd die Neuzeit; 
and especially, 0 . Brandt, Geistesleben und Politik in Schleswig- 
Holstein urn die Wendc des 18 . Jahrhmderts, the same writer’s 
rebuttal of the criticism of his work, Brandt, “Zur Vorgeschichte 
der schleswig-holsteinische Erhebung,’’ in Archivfilr Politik und 
Geschichte, 1926, pp. 470-521; and Hagenah, “1863. Die 
nationale Bewegung in Schleswig-Holstein,’’ in Z. /. s-h. G., 
LVI. 
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The "Agreements of 1851-1852” 

Treaty of London, May 8, 1852. {Nouveau RecueU Geniral 
de Traitcs, XVII, pt. 2, pp. 313-317 ) 

Au nom de la Tres Sainte et Indivisible Trinite. 

Sa Majeste 1 ’Empereur d ’Autriche, Roi de Hongrie et de BoMme, 
Le Prince President dc la Republique Franfaise, Sa Majesty la 
Reine du Royaume-Uni de la Grande-Bretagne et d’lrlande, Sa 
Majeste le Roi de Prusse, Sa Majeste I'Empereur de toutes les 
Russies. et Sa Majeste le Roi de SuMe et de Norvege, 

Considerant que le maintien de I’integrit^ dc la Monarchic 
Danoise, lie aux intcrfits gen6raux de I’equilibre EuropSen, est 
d ’une haute importance pour la conservation de la paix, et qu "une 
combinaison, qui appellerait a succ^der S. la totalit6 des Etats 
actuellement reunis sous le sceptre de Sa Majeste le Roi de 
Danemark la descendance male, a I’exclusion des femmes, serait 
le meilleur moyen d ’assurer I’integrite de cette monarchic, ont 
resolu, a I’invitation de Sa Majeste Danoise, de conclure un 
Traite, afin de donner aux arrangements relatifs a cet ordre de 
succession un gage additionel de stabilite par un acte de re- 
connaissance Europeenne. 

En consequence, les Hautes Parties Contraclantes ont nomme 
pour leurs Plenipotentiaires savoir: 

[Names of the plenipotentiaries.] 

Lesquels, apres s’etre communique leurs pleins-pouvoirs res- 
pectifs, trouves en bonne et due forme, sont convenus des Articles 
suivants: 

Art I. Apres avoir pris en serieuse consideration les int^rets 
de Sa Monarchic, Sa Majest6 le Roi de Danemark, de I’assenti- 
ment de Son Altesse Royale le Prince H6r6ditaire et de Ses plus 
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proches Cognats, appeles a la succession par la Loi Royale de 
Danemark, ainsi que de concert avec Sa Majeste 1 ’Empereur de 
toutes les Russies, Chef de la Branche ainee de la Maison de 
Holstein-Gottorp, ayant declare vouloir regler I’ordre de suc- 
cession dans Ses Etats, de maniere a ce qu ’a defaut de descendance 
m^le en ligne directe du Roi Frederik III de Danemark Sa 
Couronne soit transmise a Son Altesse le Prince Christian de 
Slesvig-Holstein-Sonderbourg-Gliicksbourg, et aux descendants 
issus du manage de ce Prince avec Son Altesse la Princesse Louise 
de Slesvig-Holstein-Sonderbourg-Glucksbourg, n6e Princesse de 
Hesse, par ordre de primogeniture, de mile en mile; les Hautes 
Parties Contractantes, appreciant la sagesse des vues qui ont 
determine 1 ’adoption evenuelle de cette combinaison, s ’engagent 
d ’un commun accord, dans le cas ou 1 ’eventualite prevue viendrait 
a se realiser, a reconnaitre a Son Altesse le Prince Christian de 
Slesvig-Holstein-Sonderbourg-Gliicksbourg, et aux descendants 
miles, issus en ligne directe de son manage avec la dite Princesse, 
le droit de succider i la totaliti des Etats actuellement riunis 
sous le sceptre de Sa Majesti le Roi de Danemark. 

Art. 2. Les Hautes Parties Contractantes, reconnaissant 
comme permanent le principe de I’integriti de la Monarchic 
Danoise, s ’engagent a prendre en consideration les ouvertures 
ulterieures que Sa Majeste le Roi de Danemark jugerait a propos 
de Leur adresser, si, ce qu’a Dieu ne plaise, 1 ’extinction de la 
descendance mile, en ligne directe, de Son Altesse le Prince 
Christian de Slesvig-Holstein-Sonderbourg-Gliicksbourg, issue de 
Son Mariage avec la Princesse Louise de Slesvig-Holstein-Sonder- 
bourg-Gliicksbourg, nee Princesse de Hesse, devenait imminente. 

Art. 3. II est expressement entendu que les droits et les obliga- 
tions reciproques de Sa Majesti le Roi de Danemark et de la 
Confideration Germanique, concemant les Duches de Holstein 
et de Lauenbourg, droits et obligations etablis par I’Acte Fidiral 
de 1815 et par le droit Federal existant, ne seront alteres par le 
present Traite. 

Art. 4. Les Hautes Parties Contractantes se riservent de 
porter le present Traite a la connaissance des autres Puissances, 
en les invitant i y accider. 
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Art. 5. Le pr&ent Traite sera ratifi6, etc. 

Fait a Londres, le huit Mai, I’an de gr&ce mil huit cent cin- 
quante-deux. 

(L. S.) Bille.i (L. S.) Kubeck. 

(L. S.) A. Walewski 

(L. S.) Malmesbury. 

(L. S.) Bunsen. 

(L. S.) Brunnow. 

(L. S.) Rehausen.^ 

n. 

The “Agreements of 1851-1852.” {Nouveau Recueil Gen- 
eral de Traites, XV, pp. 366-407). 

I. Extract from Annex II to a dispatch from the Danish 

MINISTER fob FOREIGN AFFAIRS (BlUHMe) TO THE DANISH 

Legations at Vienna and Berlin, December 6, 1851. 

I. Wenn Seine Majestkt, aus Rucksichten auf den Rath und 
Wiinsch Seiner hohen Alliirten, beschliessen, nicht nur das 
Herzogthum Holstein, sondem auch das Herzogthum Schleswig 
bis weiter als absoluter Konig unter Mitwirkung berathender 
Provinzialstande zu regieren, so gescliieht dies, was das Herzog- 
thum Schleswig betrifft, ubrigens lediglich aus freier Macht- 
voUkommenheit, auch keineswcges in der Absicht, auf die 
Wiedereinfiihrung der Provinzial-Stande-Institution im Konig- 
reich Danemark, mit Beseitigung des fur letzleres angenommenen 
und in Wirksamkeit bestehenden Grundgesetzes, hinzuarbeitcn, 
sondern mit dem Ziel vor Augen, auf gcsetz- und verfassungs- 
massigem Wege, d. h. durch die berathenden Provinzialstande 
jedes der gedachten Herzogthiimer fur sich, und was das 
Konigreich betrifft durch Beschlusse des Reichstags, sowie in 
Betreff Lauenburgs, unter Mitwirkung von Ritter- und Land- 
schaft, eine organische und gleichartige verfassungsmSssige 
Verbindung sammtlicher Landestheile zu einer gesammten 
Monarchie herbeizufiihren. 

1 Denmark. 

’ Austria, France, Great Britain, Prussia, Russia, Sweden and Norway. 
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2. Sowie der Konig einestheils bereits zugesagt bat, auch 

femer erklart, dass weder eine Incorporation des Herzogthums 
Schleswig ins Kdnigreich stattfinden, noch irgend dieselbe 
bezweckende Schritte vorgenommen werden sollen, so konnen 
Seine Majestat anderntheils Nichts genehmigen, wodurch eine 
Zusammenschmelzung Holsteins und Schleswigs, oder iiberall 
irgend eine andere oder nahere Verbindung dieser Herzogthiimer 
unter einander als zwischen einem jeden derselben und dem 
Kdnigreich Danemark, gleich eintreten oder in Zukunft her- 
beigefiihrt werden wiirde 

3. Dieser Grundsatz, wodurch der sogenannte “Schleswig- 
holsteinismus” vom Kdnige definitiv verworfen wird, tritt 
keineswegs dem Fortbestehen soIcherBande hinderlich entgegen, 
welche sich zwischen Grenzlandern auf Grund ahnlicher Terri- 
torialbeschaffenheit und analoger Nahrungsverhaltnisse der 
Bewohner ganz einfach aus der Sache ergeben, weil sie die 
Bedingung des socialen und commercieUen Verkehrs in sich 
tragen. Diese werden S. M. der Konig selbstverstandlich durch 
eine gleichartige Gesetzgebung fiir die gedachten Herzogthiimer, 
wie fiir die iibrigen Theile der Monarchic, nach Mdglichkeit zu 
fdrdern und zu beleben suchen. Ebensowenig kann jener 
Grundsatz dem Fortbestehen solcher Bande hinderlich sein, die 
entweder in den fiir beide Landestheile gemeinsam gewordenen 
Instituten nicht staatsrechtlicher Natur begriindet sind (der 
Eidercanal, das Taubstummen Institut, die Irrenanstalt in 
Schleswig, die Strafanstalten in Gliickstadt, die Benutzung und 
Erhaltung der Kieler Universitat) oder auf privatrechtlich 
gemeinsamen Verhaltnissen gewisser Klassen beruhen (ein nicht 
politischer nexus socialis der schleswigschen und der holsteinischen 
Ritterschaft). 

2. Extract of a Dispatch from Prince Schwarzenberg 
TO THE Austrian Legation at Copenhagen, December 
26, 1851. 

Aus unseren friiheren Mittheilungen sind Ew. etc. vollstandig 
mit den Gesichtspunkten bekannt, aus welchen wir diese Eroff- 
nungen des Danischen Hofes im Allgemeinen betrachten. Hoch- 
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dieselben werden daher darauf vorbereilet sein, dass wir, um 
den Ausgang dieser Angelegenheit zu beschleunigen, bereitwillig 
iiber die uns numnehr kundgegebenen Absichten S. M. des 
Konigs uns aussprechen werden, dass wir dies unsererseits aber 
nur in der Unterstellung thun konnen, eine von ihrem Urheber 
als verpflichtend betrachtete, daher in der Ausfiihrung gesicherte 
Erklarung vor Augen zu haben. 


Die beifolgende Aufzeichnung, welche Punkt fiir Punkt der 
Anlage II der Danischen Depesche folgt, erlautert die Be- 
weggriinde unserer Zustimmung, sowie die Erwartungen, welche 
wir von einer entsprechenden Ausfiihrung hegen. 

Das Danische Cabinet woUe daraus insbesondere sich iiber- 
zeugen, dass wir weit entfernt sind, fiir alle Zukunft die un- 
veranderte Beibehaltung der provinzialstandischen Verfassung 
der Herzogthiimer ausbedingen zu wollen. Wir erkennen 
vielmehr die voile Geltung des Bestrebens, die bestehendcn 
politischen Einrichtungen aller Theile der Monarchie dutch 
entsprechende Aenderungen oder Erg^nzungcn in den kiinftigen, 
nach conservativen Grundsatzen herzustellenden Organismus 
des Gesammtstaats einzufiigen. So wie wir aber bereits wieder- 
holt veranlasst waren, uns gegen die friiher von vornherein 
erklarte Absicht der Danischen Regierung auszusprechen, die 
Provinzialstande nur zum Zwecke ihre dehnitiven Beseitigung 
wieder einzuberufen, und die Verfassung der Monarchie aus- 
schliesslichdem im Konigreich Danemarkgeltenden Grundgesetze 
anzupassen, so muss uns auch jetzt daran gelegen sein, der 
moglichen Deutung entschieden vorzubeugen, als liege eben diese 
Absicht auch in dem Sinne des uns gegenwartig mitgetheilten 
Programms. 

Die Erhaltung selbstandiger Verfassungs- und Verwaltungs- 
einrichtungen in den verschiedenen Landestheilen, unbeschadet 
der im Mittelpunkte vereinigten Leitung ihrer gemeinsamen 
Angelegenheiten, erachten wir fiir eine unerlassliche Bedingung 
der befestigung der innern Ruhe der Monarchie. 

Wenn die Danische Regierung an die Bedenken erinnert, 



270 


SCELESIWG-EOLSTEIN QUESTION 


welche sich gegen eine, sei es auch nur voriibergehende Wieder- 
belebung schleswigscher Provinzialstande, aus den Erfahrungen 
der letzten lo Jahre fiir sie ergeben, und wenn sie den Zweifel 
aussert, ob von dem Versucbe, durch ein solches Organ zu einer 
gemeinschaftlichen Verfassung fiir die Monarchie zu gelangen, 
ein gedeihlicher Erfolg erwartet werden konne, so wollen wir 
zwar das unverkennbare Gewicht ihrer desfalligen Bemerkungen 
nicht bestreiten, aber auch nicht unerwahnt lassen, dass es 
hauptsachlich die Unsicherheit der Erbfolge war, durch welche 
die mit der Integritat der Monarchie unvereinbare Richtung der 
standischen Thatigkeit hervorgerufen und genahrt wurde. 
Unter den jetzigen Umstanden, nachdem der Grundsatz der 
gemeinsamen Erbfolge gegen jeden Versuch der Anfechtung 
bereits hinlanglich gesichert erscheint, diirfte die Hoffnung nicht 
unbegriindet sein, es werde kiinftig ein erspriessliches Zusammen- 
wirken der Regierung mit den Provinzialstanden nicht vergeblich 
angestrebt werden, wenn von beiden Seiten die gegebenen 
Grundlagen, einestheils des bleibenden Verbandes der Monarchie, 
anderntheils der gleichen Berechtigung aller Bestandtheile 
derselben, aufrichtig angenommen und in ihren nothwendigen 
Folgen anerkannt werden. 

Wenigstens glauben wir, dass die Schwierigkeiten, mit welchen 
ein mit Reprasentativstanden und vielfach getheilter ministerieller 
Verantwortlichkeit iiberhaufter Organisationsplan, wie der uns 
friiher durch den Grafen Sponneck vorgelegte, die Regierung des 
danischen Gesammtstaats unvermeidlich umgeben miisste, nicht 
von geringerer Art, ja vielleicht weit schwerer zu iiberwinden sein 
wiirden, als diejenigen, welche von der Wiederherstellung der 
provinzialstandischen Institutionen der Herzogthiimer besorgt 
werden konnten 


Wiirde nun die Danische Regierung sich bewogen finden. 
diejenige Auffassung ihres Programmes, die wir in dem gegen- 
wartigen Erlasse und in der Anlage desselben niedergelegt haben, 
wiirde sie uns zugleich der wirklichen Ausfiihrung der Absichten 
die uns bis jetzt oflBciell nur aJs eine mogliche Eventualitat zur 



APPENDIX II 


271 


Kenntniss gebrachl hat, in der bindenen Form einer auf Befehl 
S. M. des Konigs abgegebenen Erklarung versichern, und damach 
auch ihre Handlungen einrichten, soweit dazu schon jetzt Veran- 
lassimg gegeben ist, so kdnnten wir auf cinen baldigen vcrsoh- 
nenden Ausgang der seitherigcn Irrungen zwischen den verschie- 
denen Theilen der Danischen Monarchie, wie zwischen dieser 
und dem Deutschen Bundc zuversichllirh vertrauen ; wir wiirden 
das Mandat, kraft dessen wir in Gcmeinschaft mit Preussen den 
Deutschen Bund in dieser Angelegenheit vertreten, unter gleich- 
zeitiger Raumung Holsleins und Wiedcrhcrstellung der voUen 
Landesherrlichen Gewalt in dicsem Herzogthum zuriicklegen, in 
der Bundesversammlung fiir die getroffene Vereinbarung einste- 
hen, und zugleich die neue innere Begriindung des Verbandes 
der unter Einem Herrscher vereinigten Landc fur weit genug 
vorgeschritten erachten, uni uns an der volken'echtlich Verbiir- 
gung der Integritat der gemeinsamcn Erbfolge zu betheiligen. 

Anlage. 

1. Der Kaiserlich Oesterreichische Hof vernimmt mit Be- 
friedigung den Entschluss S. M. des Konigs von D^nemark, 
nicht nur im Herzogthum Holstein, sondcni auch im Herzogthum 
Schleswig die zu Reclit bestchenden provinzialstandischen 
Institutionen wieder in Wirksamkeit treten zu lassen, und wenn 
S. M. zugleich die Absicht kundgeben, auf gesetz- und verfas- 
sungsmassigem Wege, also nach Berathung mil den Provinzial- 
standen der gedachten Herzogthiimer. und was das Kbnigreich 
Danemark angeht, durch Vcrhandlungcn rail dem Rcichstage, 
sowie in Betreff Lauenburgs imtcr Mitwirkung dor Ritter- und 
Landschaft, eine organischc und glcichartigc verfassungsmassige 
Verbindung sammtlicher Landcstheile zu einer gesammten 
Monarchie herbeizufiihren, so vermag der Kaiscrliche Hof 
diese WiHensmeinung des Konigs nur als auf die Erfiillung einer 
imabweislichen Aufgabe gcrichtel anzuerkennen. 

Die gegenwartige Provinzialvcrfassung Holsleins, auf welche 
der Art. 56 der Wiener Sclilussakte .(Viiwcndung findet, wird der 
Verwirklichung dieser Kdniglichen Absicht um so weniger 
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hindernd im Wege stehen konnen, als schon in den Gesetzen, 
welche die provinzialstandischen Institutionen in Holstein 
begriindet haben, der Fall der Abanderang derselben, nach 
vorgangiger Berathung mit den Standen, vorgesehen ist. 

So aufrichtig aber S. M. der Kaiser die Ruhe und Wohlfahrt des 
Danischen Reichs durch eine seinen Bediirfnissen angemessene 
definitive Organisation bald moglichst befestigt zu sehen wuns- 
chen, ebenso zuversichtlich iiberlassen Allerhochstdieselben Sich 
der Hoffnung, dass die Danische Regierung bei ihren auf diesen 
wichtigen Schritt gerichteten Bestrebungen nicht etwa den 
Institutionen, welche dem eigentlichen Konigreiche Danemark 
wahrend der letzten Jahre verliehen wurden, eine ausschliessliche 
Bevorzugung zuwenden, sondern dass sie dabei die bleibenden 
Verhaltnisse der gesammten Monarchic und den Zweck der 
inneren Kraftigung ihres Verbandes zu einem Ganzen als die 
einzig sichere Richtschnur vor Augen haben werde. Einmal 
hieriiber beruhigt, werden S. M. nicht sSumen, an der Sicherung 
jenes Verbandes dutch volkerrechtliche Verburgung einer 
gemeinsamen Erbfolge in alle Theile der Monarchic mit anderen 
befreundeten Machten sich zu bethatigen. 

2. In der Erklarung S. M, des Konigs von Danemark, dass 

weder eine Incorporation des Herzogthums Schleswig in das 
Konigreich stattfinden, noch irgend dieselbe bezweckende 
Schritte vorgenommen werden sollen, erblickt der Kaiserl. Hof 
mit Genugthuung eine neue Bestatigung jener Zusage, welche 
bereits von dem Hochseligen Konige Christian VIII. Seinen 
Unterthanen gegebenen, dann von des jetzt regierenden Konigs 
Majestat alsbald nach dem Friedensvertrage vom 2ten Juli 1850 
in dem Manifeste vom i4ten d. M. erneuert, auch in Gemassheit 
des 4ten Art. des erwahnten Friedensvertrags dem Deutschen 
Bunde als eine zur Pacification des Landes gefasste Entschliessung 
des Konigs zur Kenntniss gebracht wurde 

3. Mit dem Punkt 3 der Danischen Anlage erklart die Kaiser- 
liche Regierung sich einverstanden. 

4 

5. Bekanntlich hat die Kaiserl. Regierung sich wiederholt 
darauf berufen, dass durch den Friedensvertrag vom 2ten Juli 
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1850, indem dersdbe beiden Theilen alle Rechte vorbehalt, die 
ihnen vor dem Kriege zustanden, zunachst auf die Wiederher- 
stellung des status quo ante in den streitigen Verhaltnissen 
bingewiesen werde. Ihre Billigung ist daJier der Konigl. Dan- 
ischen Regierung gesichert, wenn diese ihrerseits erklart, dass 
sie bis zur definitiven Organisation der Monarchie die praktische 
Leitung der Staatsgeschafte, unter den von ihr bezeichneten 
Einschrankungen, auf welche die obige Erklarung xmter i und 2 
Bezug hat — auf den status quo ante nach Moglichkeit zuriick- 
zufuhren gedenke; S- M. der Kaiser sprechen in dieser Hinsicht 
insbesondere die vertrauensvolle Erwartung aus, dass der 
Konig, gleichwie in der Frage der kiinftigen Organisation der 
Monarchie, so auch in der einstweiligen Leitung der Staatsge- 
schafte, die den verschiedenen Landestheilen gebiihrende Stellung 
als Glieder eines Ganzen, in welchem kein Theil dem anderen 
untergeordnet ist, durch entsprechende Einrichtungen mit 
gleichmassiger Sorgfalt zu wahren wissen werde 

3. Extract from a Dispatch from the Danish Minister 
FOR Foreign Affairs (Bluhme) to the Danish Le- 
gations AT Vienna and Berlin, January 29, 1852. 

Unter diesen Umstanden kann es mir nur zur besonderen 
Befriedigung gereichen, in Folge der mir Allerhochstenorts 
erthehten Ermachtigung die Erklarung hiedurch abzugeben: 

‘ ‘ das der Konig, unser allergnadigster Herr, die in dem Erlasse 
des Kaiserlich-Kdniglichen Cabinetts vom 26sten December v. 
J. und in der Anlage desselben niedergelegte Auffassung der den 
Hofen von Wien und Berlin (Berlin und Wien) kundgegebenen 
AUerhochsten Absichten — ^wie im Allgemeinen, so auch nament- 
lich was die Nicht-Incorporation Schleswigs in das Konigreich 
betriflft, — als mit der Seinigen ubereinstimmend anerkennt. ’ ’ 
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Magenis to Palmerston, No. 169, Vienna, September 
9, 1851. (F. 0 . Supplement 125. Denmark. Schleswig-Holstein 
Question^ 

[The first, second, and last paragraphs of this dispatch were 
published in Correspondence respecting the Adairs of Denmark: 
1850 - 53 , presented to Parliament, 1864.] 

[Extract.] With regard to the latter question [the withdrawal 
of Austrian troops from Holstein], I learn from an undoubted 
source, that Prince Schwarzenberg was very favourably disposed 
towards it, but that the receipt while at Ischl of the news from 
Copenhagen that the Ultra Danish party represented by Count 
Sponneck, Mr. Madvig, etc. in the Cabinet at Copenhagen were 
likely to prevail over the more moderate counsels of M. de 
Reedtz and Count de Moltke, has very seriously modified His 
Highness’ views. 

Prince Schwarzenberg ’s language to me this morning in a 
conversation which I had with him on the subject of the two 
Danish communications confirms the above statement. His 
Highness repeated the desire of this Government to withdraw 
their troops from Holstein: enumerated as he has frequently 
done before, the services which Austria had rendered to the 
King of Denmark, their disinterested conduct, and the opposite 
course which Austria had pursued to the other German Powers, 
since the commencement of the struggle of which the Duchies 
have been the scene. He then added, that if the Federal troops 
were at once withdrawn, they had no guarantee that the state of 
things which had existed in 1846 might not be reestablished, and 
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that if the States of Holstein addressed new complaints on that 
head to the Diet of Frankfort, the whole dispute would again be 
brought before that Body. His Highness said they had no reason 
to be dissatisfied with what the Danish Government promised 
with respect to the future Government of Holstein, but he 
expressed himself strongly with respect to what they were doing 
in Schleswig; he maintained that the object was to incorporate 
the latter Duchy ^vith Denmark; and He added in very emphatic 
terms that he had never expressed his concurrence in the proposals 
made here by Count Sponneck for the pacification of the Duchies, 
proposals to which, as He says. Count Sponneck very erroneously 

states the two German Powers had given their assent 

His Highness said they too only desired a solid and lasting 
arrangement, but that such could not be attained by the course 
pursued at present by the Danish Government; they were 
anxious to maintain the integrity of the Danish Monarchy; 
what was doing in Schleswig would sever the link which bound 
Holstein; and He added that if Austria once withdrew her troops, 
happen what might, She would not send them back. This is not 
improbably a threat that Denmark would be left in that case to 
the tender mercies of the German Powers less disinterested than 
Austria. 


Buchanan to Clarendon. No. 123, confidential, Copen- 
hagen, March 3, 1857. (F. 0 . Supplement 137. Demnark. 

Schleswig-Holstein Question.) 

M. de Scheele called upon me last night, and after observing 
that he wished to speak with me in strict confidence, said he had 
received on the previous day a Despatch from the Danish 
Minister at Paris, with the contents of which he was anxious to 
make me acquainted, and for w'hich I would probably be as little 
prepared as he had been himself. 

M. Dirckinck Holmfeld stated that the Scandinavian opinions 
expressed at the “Palais Royal” had not escaped his attention 
since his arrival at Paris, but that he had not attached much 
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importance to them. A conversation, he said, had however 
lately taken place between the Emperor and a gentleman who 
had repeated it to him, to which he considered it necessary to 
call the serious notice of his Government. His Imperial Majesty, 
on the occasion of the late illness of the King of Denmark is 
represented to have observed to Baron Dirckinck’s informant, 
that the possible death of His Majesty would bring on a crisis 
in the affairs of Denmark and the partition of the Danish Mon- 
archy, and that as France owed nothing to Denmark and was 
intimately allied with Sweden, she would of course give her 
support to an arrangement by which the northern Provinces of 
the former would be added to the Swedish Monarchy, while the 
German Provinces of Denmark might be erected into a small 
State under the Sovereignty of the son of the Prince of Noer. 

Baron Dirckinck’s informant represented himself to have 
replied that in the event of its being proposed to make any new 
arrangement with regard to the States at present constituting 
the Danish Monarchy, the Duke of Augustenburg ’s pretensions 
to the Sovereignty of the Duchies would probably be supported 
by some Governments, while others might either insist upon the 
maintenance of the Protocol of London, or if a partition of the 
Monarchy should take place, endeavour to secure Prince Chris- 
tian of Denmark’s accession to the Sovereignty of the Duchies; 
and the Emperor is said to have rejoined that the young Prince 
of Noer would at all events have his cordial support, and that 
with respect to the difficulties which had been suggested to him — 
“on passera outre. ’ ’ 

M. de Scheele said that Baron Dirckinck did not name his 
informant, but had assured His Excellency he might rely with 
implicit confidence on the conversation having actually occurred, 
of which I have had the honour to report the substance to Your 
Lordship (Rec’d March 9.) 

Buchanan to Clarendon, No. 124, confidential, Copen- 
hagen, March 3, 1857. {Ibid.) 

[Reports a long conversation with Scheele on the views of the 
King of Sweden with respect to the Danish succession. Among 
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other things, Scheele said that he had learned that ManderstrSm 
at Paris, who was supposed to be acting in accordance with the 
King’s private instructions, was on terms of intimacy with the 
young Prince of Noer.] 


3 - 

Dbaft, Clabendon to Bucbanan, No. 65. Fobeign Oeeice, 
Mabch II, 1857. {Ibid) 

[H. M. G. are trying to prevent question coming before Diet 
where Denmark’s legitimate interests may be adversely affected 
by German sympathies. But also told Count Reventlow Criminil 
that they hope the Danish Government would consider whether 
the redress of real grievances would not be the most effectual mode 
of preventing the interference of Germany in the internal affairs 
of Denmark.] 


4 - 


Malet to Clabendon, No. 22, confidential, Fbankfukt, 
Mabch 26, 1857. {Ibid) 

. . . .Knowing very well that M. de Bismarck’s opinions on the 
general question are very decided, and altogether in favour of the 
claims of the Duchies, I have only sought lo learn from him 
what were the views of his Cabinet on this moot point, and find 
that they consider it as a purely German question .... (Rec’d 
March 30.) 

Cowley to Clarendon, No. 560, confidentlal, Paris, 
April 10, 1857. {Ibid) 

M. de Bismarck Schonhausen the Prussian Minister to the 
German Diet, has been for some days at Paris. I bclieve’that it 
is his intention to proceed at the end of next week toXoncion. 
He has seen Count Walewski and has expressed a wish to have 
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an audience of the Emperor. Count Walewski is of the opinion 
that M. de Bismarck is on a confidential mission from his govern- 
ment. 

I was well acquainted with M. de Bismarck formerly at Frank- 
furt, and although I often disagreed with his policy, I always 
found him fair and frank in the expression of his opinions, and 
as he has no doubt, great weight with his Government, it may 
not be uninteresting to Your Lordship to be maxie acquainted 
with the substance of a conversation I had with him yesterday. 

He said that he had profited by the adjournment of the Diet to 
pass a few days in Paris — ^He gave me to understand that he had 
no political mission, but that he should not be sorry to learn how 
the Danish Question was viewed abroad. It was supposed, he 
continued, that Prussia was desirous of detaching Holstein and 
Lauenburg from the Sovereignty of the King of Denmark. There 
could not be a greater mistake. The present state of the north of 
Europe was the best for Prussia. Were Holstein to be separated 
from Denmark and placed for instance under the Sovereignty of 
the Duke of Augustenburg, it would not be for the benefit of 
Prussia. Not only the maritime Powers but the States of 
Germany would be Jealous of the influence of Prussia in the new 
Sovereignty, and Prussia would be far more likely to find therein 
an enemy than a friend. Besides which Denmark stripped of 
the Duchies could not stand alone — She must look to Great 
Britain or to Russia for protection, neither of which eventualities 
could be contemplated with indifference by Prussia. The true 
interests of Prussia therefore led her to desire that things should 
remain as they are, and it is the object which both Austria and 
Prussia had in view. He did not see why this should not be. 
There had been a moment when Holstein was sincerely attached 
to its relations with Denmark. It depended in his opinion upon 
the King- Grand Duke whether these sentiments should return 
or not. But they never could return so long as the Danish Gov- 
ernment continued to aim at incorporating Holstein [sfc] politi- 
cally with Denmark. 

With regard to bringing the question before the Diet, M. de 
Bismarck said, that if Denmark was prudent, it mi g ht be avoided 
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for the present. If the King of Denmark promised Austria and 
Prussia to convoke the States of Holstein. Austria and Prussia 
would express themselves satisfied. Some months would elapse 
before those States could be convoked, the Diet would have 
separated for its vacations and time would thus be gained. But 
the very convocation of the Holstein States, M. de Bismarck 
continued, must force the matter before the Diet, because those 
States would immediatel}’ petition the Diet, and neither Austria 
nor Prussia could prevent the entertainment of the petition by 
the Germanic Confederation. On his part however he thought 
the apprehensions entertained of what might be the proceedings 
of the Diet, to be greatly exaggerated. The opposition made to 
the jurisdiction of the Diet in this question gave the smaller 
states force in agitating it. Let the question come before them 
and they would be satisfied. Some way of settlement would be 
found which neither Austria nor Prussia alone would, in order 
not to jeopardise their influence in Germany, venture to propose. 

I observed that M. de Bismarck was no doubt aware that both 
in Paris and London the Cabinets were of opinion that the 
question of the Duchies was not one which concerned Germany 
alone, but that it was of general European interest. M. de 
Bismarck replied that it was of course impossible to prevent the 
interference of any countrj" in an}- question, when that country 
might think that its interests would be benefitted by interference. 
Nobody could prevent this question being brought before the 
Diet, and certainly nobody could prevent the interference of 
Europe therein, if Europe chose to interfere. I said that there 
was no intention on the part of either the British or French 
governments to deny the interest which Germany must take in 
the affairs of Holstein but that if in pursuit of that interest, a war 
between Germany and Denmark was threatened, it would be the 
duty of Europe to see whether by her interference so great a 
misfortune might not be prevented. 

M. de Bismarck's language throughout this conversation was 
most moderate and conciliatorj’^, which is of no small importance, 
considering the influence he must have with the Diet, and that 
which, as I said before, he is known to exercise over his own 



28o 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


Government. He said however that if the question was to be 
settled amicably some concessions must be made by Denmark 
to the Duchies, and he hinted that the advice of the great Powers 
should be given in this direction. 

I was anxious to learn M. de Bismarck’s opinion upon the 
question of Scandinavian Unity and I gave him an opportunity 
in the course of the conversation to let me hear it if it so pleased 
him. He said supposing it to be practicable, it was not the 
interest of Prussia to encourage it. If indeed a Scandinavia, a 
great naval Power, could be formed in close alliance with Ger- 
many, the question would become materially altered, but it 
would be idle to suppose that Great Britain or Russia would not 
be the Powers on which such a Scandinavia must depend for 
support, and, without offence, he need hardly add an unity to 
produce such results could not be desired by Germany and 
Prussia. (Rec’d Apr. 12.) 

Malet to Clarendon, No. 44, confidential, Frankfurt, 
June 24, 1857. (F- 0 - Supplement 139. Denmark. Schleswig- 
Holstein Question.) 

[Reports conversation with Bismarck on the Danish question. 
Among other things Bismarck said: “I said the other day to 
Count Rechberg, that we were like two cowards marching on a 
battery, each anxiously watching a sign of hesitation in the other, 
to justify his own turning back.”] 

5 - 

Orme to Clarendon, No. 86, Copenhagen, July 7, 1857. 
(F. O. Supplement 140. Denmark. Schleswig-Holstein Question.) 

.... [Hall] said that ... as far as he and his colleagues were 
concerned they were ready to sacrifice much in the interests of 
peace, that their wish certainly was (instrumental as they had 
been in passing the present constitution and popular as the idea 
had also been with the great body of the nation) to give it a fair 
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chance of working, and such was still their wish and intention, 
but if it should notwithstanding be found by the negotiations 
about to be entered upon with the States, and from inadmissible 
demands put forward by the latter, that these projects proved 
abortive, they would then be ready to recommend the loosening 
of the bonds, which now' connect the Duchies of Holstein and 
Lauenburg wdth the Monarchy, make its relations to the latter 
purely Federal, and so break up the present corporate constitu- 
tion. But, add the Ministers, on one condition, that the Duchy 
of Schleswng whole and entire be guaranteed to Denmark. Your 
Lordship will obser\'e by this language that the Ministry are 
prepared to commit themselves openly to Eider Danism. It has 
long been knowm. . that the principles of most of the present 
Ministers have been either avowedly or overtly [jic] Eider 
Danish (Rec’d July 12.) 

6 . 

Buchanan to Clarendon, No. 208, confidential, Copen- 
hagen, August 25, 1857. (F. O. Supplement 141. Denmark. 
Schleswig-Eohtein Question.) 

I have the Honor to inform Your Lordship that Count Bis- 
marck at an interview' which I have had with him held the same 
language on the subject of the Duchies which he appears to have 
done to Mr. Hall, as reported in my despatch No. 267 of this date. 
He said Prussia was most anxious to see the question arranged, 
and at all events to have the responsibilities attached to it laid 
on other shoulders, as it was necessary for her to prevent its 
con tinuing to be used by the Austrian Press for the purpose of 
undermining her popularity w'ith the people of Germany. He 
said that the Diet would afford the only means of satisfying 
Germany that German rights would be in future protected from 
Danish oppression; whereas at present if merely a drunken 
German was rudely treated by a Danish functionary, the cir- 
cumstance gave rise to the most exaggerated complaints on the 
part of numerous enthusiastic defenders of German nationality. 



282 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


A reference to the Diet had, however, he said more to recommend 
it with a view to the interests of Denmark as many facilities for a 
satisfactory arrangement would be afforded through the inter- 
vention of the Confederation and in a manner which could have 
nothing offensive to the dignity of Denmark. Count Oriolla, who 
was present, observed that every friend of the Danish Monarchy 
ought to see the matter in this light, as it was evident that the 
Government could not settle the question without pressure from 
without, and that to force them in a friendly manner to an 
arrangement would be a real service to the Country. I asked 
whether the motive power which he considered necessary was 
not already in action, and to what other cause the present session 
of the Holstein States could be attributed. An arrangement, 
however, come to at Itzehoe, I said, would still have the appear- 
ance, even if forced on Denmark, of having been voluntarily 
entered into, whereas any modification of the Constitution 
resulting from a decree of the Confederation would increase 
tenfold the national antipathies of the King’s Danish and 
German subjects, paralyze the efforts of those members of the 
“Rigsraad” who might otherwise be expected to use their 
influence in favor of an arrangement and strengthen the cause of 
Eider Danes and Scandinavian Apostles (Rec’d Aug. 30.) 

7 - 

Various Reports from Buchanan to Russell, Berlin, 
November 1863 to February 1864, Record Office, London, 
F. 0 . Prussia. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 525, most confidential, Nov- 
ember 21, 1863. (Rec’d November 23.) 

M. de Bismarck said to me this morning that he would inform 
me confidentially that the position of the Holstein Question was 
daily and hourly becoming more serious, and that he found the 
King last night disposed to favour the pretensions of the Prince 
of Augustenburg. 
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His Excellency said that it was only after a very animated 
discussion which lasted two hours and a half, and during which 
he threatened his own resignation that he succeeded in convincing 
Eds Majesty that He must abide for the present by the provisions 
of the Treaty of 1852. 

M. de Bismarck then went on to say that the Queen of Prussia 
and the Duke of Saxe Cobourg, acting with a Holsteiner, who is 
in the service of His Royal Highness, had been the principal 
promoters of the present movement in Germany, and that 
Baron Schleinitz, in consequence of instructions from the Queen, 
had a long interview yesterday with the King, in which he had 
satisfied His Majesty that the Treaty of 1852 was merely an 
arrangement between Denmark and Prussia, and that therefore 
if Denmark had not fulfilled her engagements, which had induced 
the late King to sign that Treaty, His Majesty would now be 
perfectly justified in considering it to be no longer binding upon 
him. 

It appears that M. de Schleinitz had called His Majesty’s 
attention to the Third Article, where it is stated that “the rights 
and obligations of the Duchies established by the Federal Act of 
1815 and by the existing federal law shall not be altered by this 
Treaty’’ — and it was therefore maintained by M. de Schleinitz 
not only that the federal law gave the Diet a right to decide in all 
cases of contested successions; but that the arrangements with 
Denmark being anterior to the signature of the Treaty were also 
federal law at that time. The King of Denmark had therefore, 
it was contended, abrogated the Treaty as far as Prussia was 
concerned by assenting to the new Constitution for Denmark and 
Sleswig. 

M. de Bismarck said the King was satisfied that this was a 
correct view of the Question, and all that he could obtain from 
His Majesty was that his decision should be postponed until the 
First of January — as the mere assent of the King of Denmark was 
not sufficient to produce the alleged breach of the engagements 
of Denmark, and that the new Constitution must have entered 
into force before the King could avail himself of it in the manner 
suggested by M. de Schleinitz. 
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M. de Bismarck then said that he had sent for Baron Schleinitz 
this morning and had had a long and angry discussion with him 
in which he observed that if the Baron wished to direct the 
foreign policy of Prussia, the door of the Foreign Office was open 
to him. I am sorry to say however that M. de Bismarck had 
apparently been induced to believe that M. de Schleinitz ’s view 
of the question could be justified if the King of Denmark does not 
withdraw his assent to the new Constitution before the ist. of 
January next, or place the new law in a provisional State until a 
definitive arrangement be come to with Germany. I therefore 
said to His Excellency that I was not competent to form an 
opinion as to how far the Right of the Diet to decide questions of 
disputed succession could invalidate the formal recognition by 
Prussia as a European Power of the Rights of the King of Den- 
mark to the Sovereignty of Holstein, but that I believed he was 
under a grave error if he expected that other powers would 
consider the international engagements of the King of Denmark 
with Germany to be identic with the Federal Law existing in 
1852, and whatever motive the King of Prussia might have for 
refusing to fulfill the engagements he contracted under the 
Treaty, they could not be foimd in the laws of the German 
Confederation if the King of Denmark granted to the Duchy of 
Holstein all the privileges and rights, which the Confederation 
could claim for it as a German State. 

With respect to the claims of the Prince of Augustenburg, M. 
de Bismarck said three or four days ago to the French Ambassador 
that he had given His Highness to understand that he should 
endeavour to commute them for a pecuniary indemnity, but he 
hinted to-day that he might perhaps limit them to the Duchy of 
Holstein. 

In the course of a very long conversation in which I recalled 
to His Excellency the nature of our past understanding on the 
question, I acknowledged that until the last few days I had no 
reason to doubt that he would have done everything in his 
power to bring about an amicable arrangement between Denmark 
and Germany, he said that his position in the question had now 
become extremely difficult. That the King, his colleagues, his 
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supporters in the Chambers, the opposition, his own agents and 
the public were all more or less favorable to the Haims of the 
Prince of Augustenburg, and he now stood almost alone in 
advocating the maintenance of the Treaty. — ^As he understood 
however that Austria was favorable to a mediation he hoped that 
something might yet be done to prevent war, which he did not 
disguise from himself was a possible contingency. 

He is evidently very sensitive lest it should appear to Germany 
that he has asked for the mediation of Her Majesty ’s Government 
and wished to establish today that I had always spoken of it as 
offered to him. 

It is dif&cult to judge what he means to do under present 
circumstances and whether he has really adopted the opinions of 
Baron Schleinitz, or whether he merely intends to use them as a 
means of extorting concessions from the King of Denmark. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 532, confidentul, Berlin, 
November 23, 1863. 

With reference to my despatch No. 531 of this date reporting 
a conversation which I had with Monsieur de Bismarck yesterday 
on the question of the Holstein succession, I may mention that I 
met His Excellency afterwards at dinner, when he observed it 
was difficult to foresee what might be the result if the Diet should 
refuse its sanction to the engagements which Austria and Prussia 
have entered into as European Powers, by the Treaty of London, 
but its refusal to do so might possibly bring about a disruption of 
the Confederation, an eventuality which His Excellency said he 
could look forward to with indifference, as he doubted whether 
Prussia would not be in a better position afterwards and whether 
Denmark might not prove a more useful friend to her than her 
present Confederates. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 546, Berlin, November 28, 
1863. 

[Extract; omitted from document as printed on p. 289 of 
papers presented to Parliament.] 
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... on my asking what would happen, if the Diet refused to 
limit their action to an execution, he [Bismarck] said in that case, 
Austria and Prussia as parties to the Treaty of London would 
occupy the Duchy and then inform the Diet of their having done 
so. I objected that such an occupation, if it took place without 
the consent of the King of Denmark, would be war; to which 
His Excellency replied that if the two Powers saw a chance of the 
King’s granting his consent, which he ought to do for his own 
interest, they might ask for it, or if they could obtain the consent 
of the Diet to their acting in its name, they would then as parties 
to the Treaty of London, prevent the occupation having an 
appearance of being hostile to that Treaty. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 551, confidential, Berlin, 
November 28, 1863. 

With reference to my Despatch No. 550 of this date on the 
subject of the refusal of Her Majesty’s Government to attend the 
Congress which the Emperor of the French has proposed to 
convoke at Paris, M. de Bismarck has been, I think, rather 
taken by surprise by the prompt action of Her Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment in this question. He seemed to regret that it had not 
been kept open a little longer — ^being apparently under some 
apprehension, lest the entire failure of his scheme may render 
the Emperor Napoleon inclined to take a more decided part in 
the Holstein question. 

I said to His Excellency in answer to his observations on this 
subject, that if he entertained such an apprehension, he would do 
well not to give Denmark cause for war by the proceedings of 
Germany in Holstein, as the question of the Duchies might, 
through the presence of federal troops in Holstein, very easily 
assume a character which would give the Emperor of the French 
a reason for offering armed assistance to King Christian; and I 
had already informed His Excellency that under certain cir- 
cumstances Her Majesty’s Government might be obliged to 
interfere in it. I said that I could not therefore understand that 
when all the Courts of Germany are, I believe, fully aware of the 
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expediency of entertaining cordial and friendly relations with 
Great Britain, they seemed disposed to incur the risk of a war, 
in which the sympathies of the people of England and the Treaty 
engagements of Her Majesty’s Government will be entirely 
opposed to them. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 560, Berlin, December 4, 
1863. 

[Reports sending of telegram in cypher :] Private and confiden - 
tial. Bismarck is anxious for immediate arrival of special Envoy 
to Copenhagen, as it is essential in order to counteract the daily 
influences to which the King is exposed that a representation 
from Her Majesty’s Government should be made without delay 
to His Majesty with more authority than usual, as to the pro- 
priety of Prussia observing the Treaty of London 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 566, confidential, Berlin, 
December 5, 1863. 

... .It would be necessary also he [Bismarck] said, that while 
Austria and Prussia take measures in Germany to prevent the 
policy of the Confederation from being directed by the Govern- 
ments of the smaller States acting under the dictation of Demo- 
cratic Societies, that the Danish Government should emancipate 
itself from the controul of the mob at Copenhagen : — and if these 
two conditions are effected. His Excellency observed, a satis- 
factory solution of the Danish question may yet be looked for. 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 577, Berlin, December 7, 
1863. 

[Reports sending telegram in C5q)her:] I was sent for to-night by 
M. de Bismarck who had received a telegram from Vienna, from 
which he fears that Austria may propose to change the basis of 
execution to occupy Holstein as a pledge for justice to Sleswig. 
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He has replied that if the basis of October i is injured by the 
revocation of the Letters Patent there are grounds for execution 
in the Federal decree of 1858 and others and that it would be 
offensive to the Diet to give the Federal intervention the character 
of an occupation after forcing them to vote for an execution. He 
says that if the King should suspect Austria of drawing towards 
the Schleswig-Holstein party or of proposing a door for foreign 
intervention such a suspicion might entirely change His Majesty ’s 
present policy. I replied that Her Majesty’s Government con- 
sidered an execution preferable to an occupation but I did not 
know whether they would consider either justifiable imder 
present circumstances 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 579, Berlin, December 8, 1863. 

[Reports sending telegram in cypher:] The Austrian Minister 
after a conference with Bismarck this morning was to telegraph 
to Vienna to urge necessity of maintaining Federal basis of 
execution. Bismarck insinuates that the King would willingly 
follow Austria if she were inclined to go beyond that basis 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 590, confidential, Berlin, 
December 12, 1863. 

. . . .M. de Bismarck stated a fortnight ago that the King was 
only prevented by a threat of His Excellency ’s resignation from 
repudiating the Treaty of London — and if we examine the terms 
on which His Majesty was induced to acknowledge for the 
present the obligations, there are perhaps grounds for believing 
that His Excellency does not expect them to be eventually 
fulfilled, — and that the Treaty was as effectually, though perhaps 
more decently repudiated by the condition on which His Excel- 
lency has made its fulfilment to depend, — if that condition is to 
be maintained to the letter, — ^as if the King had at once followed 
the example of those Sovereigns who have already joined the 
Crusade against the European arrangement of 1852 to which 
they had formally adhered. 
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M. de Bismarck is too well acquainted with the state of public 
feeling in Denmark, with the obstinacy, national pride and 
courage of the Danes, and with the Constitutional and other 
difficulties which stand in the way of an immediate revocation 
of the fundamental law lately adopted by the Danish Rigsraad, 
to believe that Lord Wodehouse will easily succeed in inducing 
King Christian the IX to adopt such a measure before the ist of 
January next. — ^And on the other hand, if he really expects the 
concession to be made — , why — ^if the two Great German Powers 
are acting with good faith to Denmark, has not the Execution in 
Holstein been deferred for ten days in the hope that it may be 
unnecessary — ? M. de Bismarck must be well aware that the 
entrance of federal troops into Holstein will in all probability be 
followed by attempts on the part of the adherents of the Prince of 
Augustenburg and of the disciples of the National Verein to 
excite the people to demonstrations in favor of the separation of 
the Duchies of Holstein and Sleswig from Denmark, and to 
increase the excitement now prevailing on the subject throughout 
Germany. His Excellency says that the execution will prevent 
more serious evils, for if the Danish Government were to expel 
by force an invasion of the Duchy by free corps, it might be 
impossible to resist the feeling of animosity against Denmark 
which w'ould ensue, but it may be asked whether the propagan- 
dists of Sles-Kig-Holsleinism who will follow the Federal army, 
and with whose proceedings it will be difficult to interfere, are not 
likely to prove as dangerous to the maintenance of peace, as the 
free corps, of which the formation and equipment might be easily 
prevented if the Governments of Germany would honestly use 
the means at their disposal for doing so. 

M. de Bismarck is therefore too sagacious a statesman not to 
look upon war as a very possible consequence of the occupation 
of Holstein by the troops of the Confederation. He has however I 
believe no sympathy with the pretensions of the Prince of 
Augustenburg, and he has taken several opportunities to state 
that the King’s leanings toward the cause of His Highness are 
not approved by his ministers. The King on the other hand 
desires to avail himself of the opportunity which this question 



290 


SCHLESWIG-EOLSTEIN QUESTION 


has offered for giving the character of an accomplished fact to 
the new organization of the army and of settling in favor of 
Germany a political question of long standing by a grand military 
demonstration, while he is not imwilling, in the event of resistance 
on the part of Denmark, to accept the alternative of a war in 
which Prussian troops will take a principal part, and which it is 
hoped will transfer the Duchies of Holstein and Sleswig with 
their valuable harbours from the Sovereignty of a Danish to 
that of a German Prince. 

But if the Duchies are to be wrested from Denmark for whom 
are they to be conquered? M. de Bismarck may perhaps have 
answered this question to himself, for if the occupation of Holstein 
leads to war it will not necessarily follow that the war should be 
carried on in support of the pretensions of the Prince of August- 
enburg, whose claims to the Sovereignty in the event of those of 
the King of Denmark being put aside would be still open to 
question. May not the war therefore assume a character, by 
which Prussia as the principal belligerent may lay claim to the 
territories which she will have conquered? M. de Bismarck’s 
policy has been inclusively Prussian. He had no sympathy with 
the Sleswig-Holstein party and did not believe the interests of 
Prussia would be advanced by the Danish question being kept 
open until the Prince of Augustenburg’s pretensions might be 
brought forward, and he did not wish after the federal decree of 
October that an execution should take place which would bring 
Austrian troops into the North of Germany. He therefore 
adopted a line of his own, by which he hoped through the media- 
tion of Great Britain to effect an arrangement of the Danish 
question on a basis, which would improve the relations of Prussia 
with Denmark and perhaps lead to that country becoming 
hereafter a useful ally of Prussia. 

The death of the King of Denmark disconcerted these arrange- 
ments — and His Excellency having become alarmed lest he should 
appear to have been pursuing an anti-German policy, lost no 
time in protesting at Copenhagen against the adoption of the 
new Constitution — and when he found the King of Prussia 
disposed to be carried away by the National cry in favor of the 
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Prince of Augustenburg he availed himself of the adoption of the 
new Constitution, as at once offering the means of gaining time 
to prevent the King from committing himself without due 
reflection to the cause of the House of Augustenburg, and as a 
pretext for repudiating the Treaty with some decency, if it should 
be found convenient to do so. 

It was no part of M. de Bismarck’s policy to decline receiving 
an Envoy from the King of Denmark, on the contrary he wished 
the rights and Sovereignty of the King and those of the Duke of 
Holstein to be kept entirely distinct — and if the Envoy who was 
sent to notify the King Christian’s accession was not received at 
Berlin there were reasons for delay, and among them perhaps the 
intention of requiring money from the Chambers, who have 
warmly espoused the cause of the Prince of Augustenburg: — 
for His Excellency said — it would be difficult for the King to 
explain publicly that in receiving an envoy from the King of 
Denmark, he had not acknowledged the Sovereign, under the 
Treaty of London, of the Danish Monarchy — and that he had 
not left the question of the succession to the Duchies open to 
discussion. 

I do not mean by these observations to imply that M. de Bis- 
marck does not believe that the most honourable would also be 
the wisest policy for his Sovereign to pursue, — and that he will 
not continue to advise the King to respect the Treaty, if Denmark 
makes the concessions which are required of her: but I find that 
he is now promoting a federal execution in Holstein on grounds, 
which six weeks ago he would have acknowledged to be inade- 
quate for the justification of such a measure, because he feels 
with Austria that the occupation of the Duchy by Federal troops 
may be a means of preventing revolutionary movements in 
Germany. It is only to be expected therefore that the course of 
events will be hereafter more or less guided by the exigencies of 
the Governments and of the peoples of the smaller States of 
Germany, and if a large force is to be moved into Holstein in 
deference to a popular cry, it is not likely to be moved out again, 
until those parties who have raised the cry, have been entirely 
satisfied. 
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There are also various eventualities which may result from the 
abnormal state of things which the federal execution is about to 
create, and whatever they may be, I shall be surprized if M. de 
Bismarck does not endeavour to obtain more solid advantages 
for Prussia in return for the losses and sacrifices which the 
country will have to suffer in the event of war, than the honour 
of having placed a Prince of Augustenburg upon the Ducal 
throne of a Sleswig-Holstein State. (Received December 

14, 1863.) 

Buchanan to Russell, No. 26, Berlin, January 7, 1864. 

[Reports sending telegram in cypher;] When asked to specify 
the whole demands which Prussia will make on Denmark, M. 
Bismarck said, things are not ripe for the King to adopt a decision. 
He cannot therefore speak officially on the subject; but what he 
personally thinks necessary will be the formation of two indepen- 
dent states under one dynasty, one of which will consist of 
Sleswig, Holstein and Lauenburg. He said the division of Sleswig 
would cause a useless difficulty, if the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy is to be maintained, but the complete security of the 
German population against Danish rule is the only absolute 
condition he will make. He wishes the settlement to leave 
Denmark disposed to cultivate friendly relations with Prussia. 
He is still disposed to prevent invasion of Sleswig, if the new 
Constitution is abrogated; — but he said, there is no time to lose 
for the military arrangements cannot be delayed. 


Buchanan to Russell, No. 34, confidential, Berlin, 
January 9, 1864. (Rec’d Jan. ii.) 

The Bavarian Minister is said to have expressed some surprise 
to M. de Bismarck a few days ago, that he had not repudiated 
the Treaty of London after the ist inst., as he had declared that 
Prussia would be entitled to do so if the Sleswig-Danish Consti- 
tution were not repealed before that date. I am told that His 
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Excellency answered that he had not only said that Prussia would 
have a right on the ist of January to decline main t ainin g the 
Treaty if Denmark had not repealed before that date a law which 
is at variance with her engagements to Germany, but he also 
considered that Prussia had now acquired that right. It did not 
follow however, he added, that she was obliged to avail herself 
of it. 


Buchanan to Russell, No. 99, confidential, Berlin, 
January 26, 1864. 

During my conversation with M. de Bismarck this morning on 
the proposal which I had been instructed to make to him, that a 
delay of six weeks should be granted to Denmark, in order to give 
time for the repeal of the Constitution of 1863, His Excellency 
said he was sorry to find that this proposal had been made to 
Prussia by Her Majesty’s Government after previous concert 
with France. I replied that the proposal came from Denmark 
and had been submitted to Great Britain, France, Russia and 
Sweden, and it was only to be expected that Her Majesty’s 
Government would have communicated with all these Govern- 
ments, as to the support which should be given to it. His 
Excellency said he could understand this— but as Prussia’s 
present policy was guided by a wish to act in concert with Great 
Britain, Russia and Austria, he earnestly trusted that Her 
Majesty’s Government would not give a signal for the com- 
mencement of a steeple-chase to Paris. — And he insinuated that 
seductive temptations held out to Prussian ambition had been 
hitherto virtuously rejected; but that they may meet with more 
consideration, if the past self-denial of the Government is not 
fairly appreciated. 

I asked what were the nature of the temptations he alluded to, 
and who was the tempter. He replied, he supposed I could 
understand him without further explanation. (Rec’d Jan. 28.) 



294 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


Buchanan to Russell, No. i 6 i, strictly confidentiai,, 
Berlin, February 8 , 1864.1 

. . . .M. de Talleyrand having seen M. de Bismarck as he 

proposed to do, called upon me to-day His Excellency 

[Bismarck] then added there were three courses which the 
Prussian Government might follow: — ist., they might support 
the pretensions of the Prince; 2nd., they might annex the 
Duchies to Prussia; 3rd., they might maintain the integrity of 
the Danish Monarchy. He said the first course would be contrary 
to the interest of Prussia, as it would be establishing a Govern- 
ment in Holstein which would during peace intrigue against her 
and oppose her in the Frankfort Diet, and during war might give 
its support to her enemies. The second again was impossible for, 
if there were no other objections to it, the French Government 
did not like to see neighboring States increase their territory 
and resources without obtaining some equivalent. The third 
course was therefore, in His Excellency’s opinion the wisest and 
the most likely to advance the interests of Prussia, and to ensure 
her hereafter the goodwill of the Scandinavian Powers, with 
whom it was his wish to cultivate the most friendly relations — 
and with whom Prussia could establish a cordial understanding 
if the question of the Duchies could be settled on a just and per- 
manent basis. 

M. de Bismarck also hinted to M. de Talleyrand that, if the 
King would not support the Government in the policy which he 
considered ought to be pursued, he would not remain in office and, 
on M. de Talleyrand replying that in that case he would probably 
return to his former post in Paris; His Excellency said “no — if 
I leave — it will be to retire from public life, at all events for a 
time.’’ 

I have reported thus fully M, de Talleyrand’s account of his 
conversation with M. de Bismarck as His Excellency’s language 
to the French Ambassador was generally consistent with that 
which His Excellency has held to myself 

' Cf. Talleyrand’s report of February g,Les Origines diplomatigues de la guerre 
de 1870-1871, 1, No. 186 . 
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France and Prussia. 

I. Goltz to King William [extract], Compiecne, Nov- 
ember 23, 1863. 

“ . . .J ’avals d6sir6,” dit, m 'entendre avec vous sur 

quelque chose de plus grand. Je n’ai rien a vous demander, mais 
vous ne vous dissimulerez pas que vous ne pouvez pas rester dans 
votre situation actuelle. La Prusse est entouree d 'une foule de 
petits Etats qui genent son action sans ajouter a sa force. J ’avais 
espere que la reunion des Souverains nous donnerait 1 ’occasion 
d’etablir, entre nous, une entente sous ce rapport aussi bien que 
sur les autres grandes questions. 

J’ai r6pondu que, sans doute, la configuration donn6e k la 
Prusse par le Congrfe de Vienne nc repondail pas aux circonstan- 
ces actueUe et qu’elle ftaii mf'me la cause principale dc nos 
difficultes interieures, que la position de la Prusse entouree de 
trois grandes Empires avait bcsoin d'etre rcnforcee et plac6e 
dans une situation qui lierait irrevocablcmcnt a son systeme 
politique les petits Etats liraitrophes; inais qu’il nc dependait 
pas exclusivement de la volontc dc Votre iSlajcstc d’amcner un 
pared revirement; qu’en outre, les sentiments dc loyaute dont 
Votre IMajeste est animee envers Ses Confcdercs 1 'engageraient 
a employer plutot la persuasion quo la force et a esperer que les 
Princes aUemands eux-mcmes finiraient par comprendre leurs 
veritables interets; que, de I’autre c6te, ce scrait d6ji un grand 
resultat, si la Prusse et la France constataient par leurs votes 
dans le Congrfe que leurs vues dans la plus grande partie des 
questions europeennes sont identiques et que cette identite 
emenerait insensiblement une entente qui pourrait plus tard 
conduire a de plus grands resultats. C’etait, ai-je ajoute. 


^ Napoleon III, 
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justement cette conviction qui me faisait esp6rer que la proposi- 
tion de I’Empereur constituerait 5. r6tablir les rapports naturels 
entre les deux pays, rapports qui avaient ete fauss6s par 1 ’affaire 
de Pologne. L’Empereur a abonde dans ce sens; II m'a assure 
qu’il partageait cet espoir et que ces considerations avaient une 
grande part dans Sa resolution 

2. Goitz to Bismarck, No. 327, Paris, Decem:ber i, 1863. 

Der Kaiser Napoleon hat gestem den russischen Botschafter 
in den Tuilerien empfangen. Die Unterredung hat anderthalb 
Stunden gedauert. Baron Budberg ist im hohen Grade unbe- 
friedigt von derselben. Niemals, so sagte er mir, hat er den 
Kaiser in einer so bedenklichen Richtung, so geneigt gefunden, 
sich in eine abenteuerliche Politik zu stiirzen. 

Er hat aus den Aeusserungen des Kaisers den Eindriick, dass 
die Kongress-Idee definitiv aufgegeben ist. Seinen ohne Zweifel 
bitteren Gefuhlen gegen England hat der Kaiser dem russischen 
Botschafter gegeniiber keinen Ausdruck verliehen. Von schwe- 
benden Fragen hat Seine Majestat nur die italienische Frage 
besprochen. Der Versuch des B“ Budbergs, eine Aeusserung 
liber die Deutsch-Danische Differenz herbeizufuhren blieb 
fruchtlos, indem der Kaiser wiederholte Anregungen dieses 

Gegenstandes unerwiedert liess [As to Goitz, spoke of new 

alliance system.] . . . 

Die polnische Frage scheint der Kaiser keineswegs aufgegeben 
zu haben, vielmehr halt es Baron Budberg nicht fiir unmoglich, 
dass Frankreich einen isolirten Schritt thue. Der Kaiser hat es 
dem Russischen Interessen fiir entsprechend erklart, Polen die 
Unabhangigkeit zu geben. Als Entschadigung hat er Ost- 
Galizien oder die Donaufvirstenthumer angeboten. Er hat 
dabei bemerkt, dass ja die Ausfuhrung auch nur eines einzigen 
der seiner Zeit vorgeschlagenen sechs Puncte geniigt wurde, um 
die russische Herrschaft in Polen unmoglich zu machen. B“ 
Budberg hat dem Kaiser versichert, dass sein Souverain auf 
Vorschlage der bezeichneten Art nimmermehr eingehen wtirde. 
Russland sei mit dem Pariser Frieden ganz zufrieden, welcher 
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fremde Flotten vom schwarzen Meere ausschliesse; eshabeauch 
nicbt das geringste Interesse seine polnische Unterthanen gegen 
wallachiscbe auszutauschen. Er hat es bedauert, dass der 
Kaiser Napoleon gerade in der polnische Frage Concessionen 
verlange, indem gerade in dieser, Russland keine Concessionen 
machen konne. Diesselbe sei keine franzosische, sondern eine 
innere russische Frage. Sie lasse eine Erorterung mit fremden 
Machten nur in einem gewissen Masse, namlich nur innerhalb der 
verschiedenen Interpretationen der Wiener Vertrage zu. “Aber 
diese Vertrage bestehen ja nicht mehr” warf der Kaiser ein — 
“Soli ich dies so verstehen, erwiederte der russische Botschafter, 
dass wir berechtigt waren, Polen zu inkorperiren? ” — Der 

Kaiser hat diese Frage unbeantwortet gelassen Baron 

Budberg hat aus dieser Unterredung die Ueberzeugung mit- 
genommen, dass der Kaiser Napoleon im nachsten Friihjahr 
Krieg beginnen wurde. Fiir zunachst bedroht halt er Oesterreich. 

3. Talleykand to Dbouyn de Lhdys, Particuliere, Berlin, 
December 17, 1863. 

Permettez-moi de prendre aujourd’hui la forme plus intime 
d’une lettre particuliere pour vous rapporter quelques paroles 
que m’a dites avant-hier M. de Bismarck au sujet de notre 
proposition de congres restreint. Je venais de lui faire connaitre 
le terrain que vous avez si habilement choisi dans la question 
Dano-Allemande et de constater avec lui I’analogie des principes 
qui nous guidaient avec ceux invoques par les deux grandes 
Puissances AUemandes, lorsqu’il me dit; 

“ J’ai tou jours pense que la question Danoise devait se resoudre 
en congres et qu ’il convenait en derniere analyse de demander k 
une assemblee solennelle la sanction des arrangements futurs 
que la guerre ou la diplomatic imposeront de part et d ’autre. 
Aussi je cherche k utiliser la similitude de nos vues danscette 
question en faveur de I’idee d’lm congres restreint mise en avant 
par votre Gouvernement. Je comprends que I’Empereur 
Napoleon, ayant propose la reunion d’un congres g6n4ral, ne peut 
abandonner vme si large conception sur le simple refus de 1 ’Angle- 
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terre. 11 laut done, autant que possible lui donner satisfaction 
dans le forme au moins si ce n’est dans le fond. — Je me sms 
adresse a St. Petersbourg pour me renseigner sur les intentions 
du Cabinet Russe et savoir si le moment etait opportun de le 
disposer a se prater a votre desk. Je crois qu’il convient a la 
Prusse, dans I’etat actuel de la question, plutSt de s ’entremettre 
pour obtenir des adhesions a votre proposition, que d’y donner 
de prime abord un consentement dont la valeur serait beaucoup 
diminu6e s’il etait isole. II me semble que e’est la un role que 
vous ne pourrez desapprouver. Mais savez-vous queUe est 
toujour s la vraie pierre d ’achoppement entre nous? C'est la 
question Polonaise. Si elle n 'avait pas et6 pose, vous me trouver- 
iez dans de tout autres dispositions. C ’est une question qui cree 
entre la Russie, 1 ’Autriche et nous une solidarite a laquelle aucune 
des trois Puissances ne peut se soustraire. Ainsi, dans un congres, 
je ne pourrais beneficier de mon indifference sur les affaires 
Italiennes, parce qu’il me faudrait menager I’Autriche, si je veux 
qu’^ son tour, elle appuie la defense de nos intSrIts Polonais. 
Ne pourrait-on pas sur ce chapitre-l^, nous donner de s^rieuses 
garantics, ne pensez-vous pas qu’il serait possible, par exemple, 
de soustraire cette question au congres? ’ ’ 

J ’ai r6pondu a M. de Bismarck que, quant a cela, il n’y fallait 
pas penser: qu’un congres, qui, de toutes les questions qu’il 
aurait a trailer, ecarterait benevolement la plus importante, 
succomberait sous le ridicule de son impuissance. Je ne com- 
prenais pas, d’aiUeurs, ses apprehensions. L’Empereur Napole- 
on, en appelant au Congres I’Empereur Alexandre, ne pouvait 
avoir en vue de fake sur la Pologne des propositions inacceptables 
et de nature a amener une rupture des le debut des negociations. 
Si rien d ’incompatible avec I’honneur national Russe ne devait 
etre demands, je ne voyais pas le danger que couraient les titres 
de possession Prussienne sur le Grand-Duche de Posen. 

‘ ‘ Ces provinces ont pour nous une telle importance, ’ ’ a repris 
M. de Bismarck, “que si, par exemple, de grandes calamit^s 
venaient a nous frapper et qu’il nous fallut opter entre la cession 
du Grand Duche et celle de la rive gauche du Rhin, je conseillerais 
plut6t d’abandonner notre frontiere de 1 ’Guest que de modiffer 
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nos limites du c6te du Nord-Est. Tichons de gagner la Russia i 
votre project: nous nous addresserons ensuite a TAutriche. Les 
difficultes de ce c6te seront peut-6tre insunnontables, mais si 
Ton parvient a les ecarter, il sera bien difficile a I’Angleterre de 
ne pas suivre le courant. ’ ’ 

[Dec 3 ^her] Je me garderai, mon chcr Ministre, de me porter 
garant de tout ce que m’a dit le B™ de Bismarck, et de vous 
assurer qu ’il ne veut pas nous leurrer par dc bonnes paroles ou 
de feintes manoeuvres. En fait de sincere, je ne reponds que de 
I’exactitude de mon recit. Cependant je puis ajouter que le 
President du Conseil a ete moins atteint que personne de I’em- 
barras et du malaise dans Icsquels notre proposition de Congr^s 
restreint a jete le monde politique de Berlin. A en juger par ses 
paroles, il s’appliquera k tirer profit dc la situation et il n’a pas 
renonce a I’esperance dc former le trait d ’union entre Paris et 
St. Petersbourg. [End of decypher.] 

J’ai vu hier le Comte Karolyi, qui se montre peu satisfait de 
Lord Wodehouse. H se plaint de sa particularitfi et le traite de 
bavard et de vaniteux personnage. Pour que mon collogue 
d’Autriche, dont la reserve habitueUe est extrtoe, tienne un 
semblable langage, il faut qu’il y ait eut entre lui et Lord 
Wodehouse de serieux froissements, de date plus ou moins rficente. 
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Novembeb 1863 TO Jhly 1864. 

Mettebnich to Rechbebg, No. 54 A-F, Pabis, Novembeb 
27, 1863. 

Nous touchons au moment difficile que j’avais prevu et plus 
vite mSme que je ne I’avais pense. 

Les esperances plus ou moins fondles qui m’entouraient a 
Compiegne m’avaient fait subir ime certaine influence et lors- 
qu’on s’y est declare satisfait des reponses de la Prusse et de la 
Russie et que 1 ’on m’assura qu’en principe 1 ’Europe avait acceptc 
le Congres je crus m’etre trop avance en pr6voyant un nouvel 
6cliec. 

De retour ^ Paris je m’apergob que les circonstances se sont 
singulierement modifi6es et mes conversations avec mes collegues 
m’ont laiss6 1 ’impression la plus satisfaisante a notre point de vue. 
Que la Prusse fasse quelques insinuations plus ou moins sinceres, 
qu ’elle se mette en frais de courtoisie, que la Russie emploie un 
langage dont la phraseologie flatte I’oreiUe de I’Empereur — 
tou jours est-il que ni Tune ni I’autre n’acceptent le congrfe 
comme on I’eut desire id — c’est a dire sans reserve et en se 
pla 5 ant sous la haute protection de I’Empereur. 

Le refus definitif, annonce de Londres a porte un coup sensible 
aux dernieres illusions que I’on se faisait Compiegne; la 
deception a et6 cruelle et I’humeur s’en ressentit immediatement. 

Le matin m6me de mon depart I’Empereur me prit ^ part et 
me dit; “Savez vous que I’Angleterre refuse et qu’elle s’appuie 
sur vous de son refus?” 

Je repondis 3, Sa Majesty que je n ’avals pas encore appris le 
refus de I’Angleterre que je m’attendais, il est vrai, ide graves 
difficultSs de sa part mais que la seconde partie de la nouveUe 
qu’il me donnait avait lieu de m’6tonner. 
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“Oui” me dit I’Empereur “on nous donne a entendre ^ 
Londres que I’Autriche a fortement encourag6 le Cabinet anglais 
t prendre 1 ’initiative du refus. ’ ’ 

Je me suis peimis d 'assurer I’Empereur que je doutais fort de 
la veracite de cette nouvelle el j ’ai ajoute : ‘ ‘ nous avons Loujours 
eu, et je I’ai souvent repetc a Votre Majeste, les plus grandes 
objections contre la reunion d’un Congrcs, mais nous sonimes 
assez grands et raisonnablcs pour refuser nous-memes ce que nous 
croyons contraire ^ nos interets. ’ ’ 

J’ai profile de la tournure que prenait la conversation pour 
revenir sur cette argumentation, que I’Empereur nous ayant 
reveille en sursaut le 5. Novembre pour nous proposer ce que 
nous regardons comme unc mauvaise affaire, nous ne pouvions 
faire autrement que de nous enquerir aupres des autres pour 
savoir si nous ne faisions pas un mauvais r6vc cl si tout le monde 
etait d 'accord pour nous forcer nous asseoir autour du tapis 
vert. Nous nous apergumes qu'a Londres comme a Berlin on 
partageait notre sentiment dc stupeur et d 'aversion ce qui ne 
nous empgeba pas d ’examiner la question mffrement et sans parti 
pris. "Nous avons rendu justice “ai-je ajout6’’ ^ la tendance 
pacifique dont Votre Majcst6 a donn6 un temoignage mais nous 
avons demande certaines explications prealables comme tout le 
monde. ’ ' 

J’assurai Sa Majeste que jusqu’a nouvel ordre je croyais que 
tel resterait notre point de we et que nous ne nous etions pas 
donne la peine de mettre I’Angleterre en avant. 

L’Empereur avait I’air fort chagrine de la nouvelle qu’il venait 
de recevoir. L 'emotion etait grande a Compiegne. Les carac- 
teres se montrerent alors sous leur vrai jour. L 'Empereur etait 
triste mais resta fort calmc — H prit conge dc moi avec les t6- 
moignages d ’amitie auxquels j ’ctais accoutumc mais auxquels je 
fus doublement sensible dans ce moment difficile pour Lui. 
L ’Imperatrice au contraire ne mit aucun menagement dans ses 
reproches. EUe me dit: “Je vous felicite, vous avez gagne les 
deux premieres manebes. nous verrons qui gagnera la troisifime. 
Zurich et Villafranca que j 'avals loujours sur la conscience sont 
devenus aujourd’hui des fardeauxlegersvis-&,-visde votre conduite 
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dans 1 ’affaire de Pologne et dans celle qui nous preoccupe actuelle- 
ment. ’ ’ 

J ’assurai Sa Majeste que, selon moi la surprise du s Novembre 
devrait constituer un nouveau poids sur Sa conscience et que si 
Elle se tenait pour quitte, il s’en faUait de beaucoup pour que de 
naon c6t6 je Lui donnasse mon absolution. ’ ’ 

Je pris place en chemin de fer avec M. Drouyn de Lhuys et 
aprfe avoir eu occasion avant mon depart de me ressentir du 
double effet du caractere des Maitres j ’eus pendant une heure et 
demie le temps d’dtudier celui du Ministre-diplomate. 

M. Drouyn de Lhuys fit exactement le contraire de ce qu’avait 
tente Tlmperatrice au lieu de proceder par intimidation il essaya 
de me convaincre que si nous le voulions encore, nous pourrions 
arriver a une nouvelle entente intime avec la France. 

Le Ministre commenca par me dire que le refus anglais n’etait 
et ne pouvait etre definitif , que nous avions eu tort de nous m6fier 
de la pens^e de 1 ’Empereur — que nous aurions dfi nous expUquer 
franchement avec Lui sur les questions qui nous paraissent si 
d&agr6ables — que Notre Auguste Maitre aurait pu par une 
seconde lettre tr^s confidentielle poser a 1 ’Empereur certaines 
conditions sine qua non de son acceptation et que certainement 
1 ’Empereur, touche de cette marque de franchise, Se ffit entendu 
avec Lui. 

Mon etonnement etait profond en face de ces ouvertures. Je 
demandais a M. de Drouyn Lhuys si I’Empereur lui avait parl6 
dans ce sens, ce a quoi il me repondit evasivement. 

Le Ministre m’insinua que vu I’influence qu’il me pretait S, 
Vienne je devrais m ’exprimer dans ce sens et qu’il en serait 
temps encore peut-6tre. 

Je lui repondis ce que j’avais deja dit i I’Empereur ^ propos de 
la desagreable surprise du s Novembre. Je I’assurai que pour ne 
pas user mon influence conciliante j ’etais decide a renoncer pour 
quelque temps a mon emploi extra-officiel. Le jour viendra, lui 
dis-je, off je pourrai peut-etre rendre quelques services, mais dans 
les circonstances actueUes je ne veux plus me mSler de politique 
personnelle et pour le moment jedonne ma demission d ’employe, 
d ’agent personnel des deux Empereurs. Je le priai de faire faire 
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a Vienne les ouvertures qu ’il voudrait et par qui il voudrait mais 
quant a moi je ne ferait. plus d ’insinuations qui m’ont si mal 
reussies, je craindrais qu’un nouveau coup de surprise ne vint 
renverser derriere mon dos I’echaffaudage que je cherchais a 
reconstruire. 

n resulte pour moi de I'etat present des choses que Ton con- 
tin uera a nous menager — que Ton viendra peut-dtre f rapper 
encore a notre porte lorsque les petites insinuations a Berlin ou ^ 
St. Petersbourg auront echouees — el c’cst ici que je prie Votre 
Excellence de vouloir bien s’attcndre il ce que si la lutte en 
Pologne n’est pas terminec jusqu’au printemps ce sera certaine- 
ment sur cette question que I’Empereur Napoleon cherchera de 
nouveau S, se rapprocher de nous. 

Je n’ai pas voulu parlcr encore a Mr. Drouyn de Lhuys des 
mesures plus severes que nous serous dans le cas de prendre en 
Gallicie; la dcp6che du 25 dc ce mois par laqucllc Votre Excellence 
me transmet des details int6ressants sur les trames dont cette 
province commence k devenir le tMntre m ’6tant parvenue par la 
poste, je pense que le Gouvernement frangais nc 1 ’aura pas laissc 
passer inaperguc. Si je mettais pcrsonncllcment par trop 
d ’insistance a ce sujet j 'aurais 1 'air de vouloir faire ressortir un 
changement d ’attitude de notre part dans la question polonaise 
qui, par une certaine correlation avee la ligne de conduite que 
nous Comptons maintenir en face dc I’idce du Congres, aurait pu 
donner lieu a des suppositions inutiles dans ce moment-ci. 

Metteknich to Rechberg, No. 59 B, Pa.eis, December, 
14, 1863. 

H ne faut pas se dissimulcr que notre refus definitif a fortement 
impressione I’Empereur. Une assez longue conversation que 
j’ai eu le 11 ct. avec Sa Majeste m’a con vain cu dune chose - 
e’est que si M. Droujm de Lhuys sc flattc encore de maintenir le 
faible fil qui nous rattachc, 1 'Empereur le considere comme rompu. 
Je n’ai jamais vu I’Empercur si decourage et sc donner si peu de 
peine a ne pas le montrer. Tout Ic moiidc a Compiegne en est 
frappe. Nos amis comme nos ennemis le trouvent impenetrable. 
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Lord Cowley se plaint m^me de Son manque de courtoisie. 
Nigra et Lavalette appuyes par Morny et un peu par Fould ont 
tente une campagne contre Drouyn de Lhuys etenfaveurd’une 
politique accentuee dans I’interfet d’ltalie — ^mais I’Empereur a 
rembarre tout le monde. Pasolini est parti pour Londres sans 
avoir rien obtenu, Cowley me I’affirme. 

A en juger par ce que TEmpereur m’a dit — ce que L’aigrit le 
plus c’est I’idee que nous reprenons la politique de la Sainte 
Alliance et que I’Angleterre nous aide et nous encouragerait 

mSme dans Us velleites de coalition II est certain que le 

moment est venu ou I’Empereur pourra Se decider d’un jour h, 
1 ’autre a faire un coup de t^te. Que peut-Il faire aujourd’hui? 
Je ne vois qu ’une guerre possible avec le concours de la revolu- 
tion, c’est une nouvelle guerre d’ltalie. Sur le Rhin comme en 
Orient, 1 ’Empereur aurait trap de monde contre lui. [Mettemich 
does not think that Napoleon would be supported strongly by 
France in such an adventure but he may open the floodgates 
to the Revolution in Italy.] 

Metternich to Rechberg, No. 59 E, Paris, December 
14, 1863. 

. . . . En traitant avec moi la question danoise, 1 ’Empereur reste 
invariablement fixe sur I’argument suivant: “Je ne puis com- 
battre en Allemagne le sentiment national, sans etre inconsequent 
et d ’un autre c6te je ne puis me ranger contre le Danemark auquel 
je suis lie par un traite et par d’anciennes sympathies rficipro- 
ques. ’ ’ 

Sa Majeste fera peu pour la solution de cette question qu’Il 
veut laisser murir. 

“Si cependant, ’’ m’a dit I’Empereur, “on venait a mettre en 
question V existence meme du Danemark, V opinion puhlique en 
France me forcer ait a le proteger. ” 

Metternich to Rechberg, Private, Paris, December 20, 
1863. 

[Bismarck spoke to Talleyrand of the idea of a conference on 
the Danish question; Drouyn de Lhuys told Mettemich in strict 
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confidence. Drouyn de Lhuys sounding Mettemich as to pos- 
sibility of entente with Austria. Napoleon, in speaking of 
ententes and alliances “aurait dit: 'jusqu’a present je n’ai eu 
que des mattresses~ie chtichc. une fenimeV Drouyn dc Lhuys 
tried to show that this ought to be Austria. Among other 
things, he asked why Austria did not say to France: “ ‘Si Vous 
me garantissez qu’il ne sera question ni de la Venetie ni de la 
Gallicie — ^je vous aide a faire aboutir le congr&s — si non, je Vous 
previens que je travaillerai centre Vos project des pieds et des 
mains. ’ Le Ministre me donnait a entendre qu 'on cut accepte. ’ ’] 

Mettebnich to Rechbeeg, No. i B, Paeis, Januaby 7, 1864. 

.... La question des duches ne preoccupe 1 ’Empereur et Son 
Ministre que fort indirectement — on dirait mfeme qu’elle n’est 
venue que pour offrir ici une chance de se montrer desagreable a 
I’Angleterre, pedant dans Ics affaires, ct d’afficher le plus grand 
d6dain pour tout ce qui ne rapproche pas de la grande id6e du 
Congres g6n6ral. [The Emperor now sees that he was wrong to 
come forward alone on November 5, but events are coming to his 
aid to give him] un semblant de raison et Le consoler de Son 
echec. [AATien all seemed lost, Drouyn de Lhuj’s had the idea of 
a special conference at Paris to mask the defeat.] Mais la proposi- 
tion de la Prusse venant offrir les conferences des signataires du 
protocole de Londres comrae unc compensation de son refus de 
participer au Congres restreint. parait avoir blesse I’Empereur 
qui S ’en explique franchement envers moi. Je me suis hite de 

profiter de la le?on On esl bien aisc dc jouer un tour a 

TAngleterre d’autant plus que dans I’afifaire des Duches on ne 
me semble nuUement desirer une prompte solution. On attendra 
pour se prononcer que les affadres se soient encore plus em- 
brouillees .... 

Mettebnich to Rechbeeg, Telegeam, Paeis, Jantjaby 9, 
1864. NO. 2. Chiffre. 

Comte Walewski m 'assure tenir dc source authentique que 
General Fleury aurait rapport^ de Berlin proposition de la Prusse 
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de servir d’intermediaire pour ramener I’ancienne intimite avec 
la Russia et insinuer de servir les interets de I’Empereur en Italie 
s’il consent a laisser la Prusse s’annexer Kiel et les Duches et de 
donner le Danemarc a la SuMe. L’Empereur aurait refus6 de 
s ’engager mais laisserait f aire la Prusse pour se donner un droit 
de compensation. 

Lord Cowley m’en a aussi parle comma d’une affaire laquelle 
poussent le Comte Morny et Mr. Fould. 

Die Russenfreundlichen Paragraphen der von Herrn von 
Morny verfassten Adresse des corps legislatif und die Haltung 
der Blatter in der danischen Frage waren allerdings bedeutsame 
Symptome. 

Mettebnich to Rechbeeg, Pbivate, Pabis, Januaby 13, 
1864. 

[As telegram No. 2 of Jan. 9] II aurait mSme insinu6 que 

si les circonstances permettraient la Prusse d’annexer ces 
provinces avec le port de Eliel, on cherclierait S, indemniser la 
France du c6te du Palatinat 


Mettebnich to Rechbeeg, No. 5, Pabis, Januaby 19, 1864. 

[Metternich explained at length to Drouyn de Lhuys the 
difference in policy of the two Great German Powers.] .... Deux 
idees dominent la politique frangaise dans ce moment-ci: 

On desirerait voir se precipiter les complications, la guerre 
s’allumer et on voudrait assister a une lutte interieure en AUe- 
magne. 

On est resolu a eviter tout ce qui pourrait faire sortir I’Angle- 
terre des embarras de sa situation 

[In case war breaks out, Napoleon will probably not delay to 
put himself on the side of those who give the most chance of a 
moral or material increase in power or of arriving at the realization 
of the idea of the congress. Great rejoicing at the successive 
checks of England.] 
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De tout ce qui pr6cede il resulte: 

1. Que le Gouvernement frangais se complait dans son r61e de 
spectateur desint6ress6; 

2 . Qu’il attendra patiemment I’occasion de s’avancer pour 
sauvegarder en temps opportun ses intSrSts; 

3. Que tous les essais de negociations tentes soit par Lord 
Cowley soit par mes collegues de Prusse, de Danemarc ou par 
moi ont ete et resteront encore infructueux pour quelque temps. 

Metteknich to Rechbeeg, Pbwate, Paris, January 19, 
1864. 

[Conversation wdth the Empress. She conceals even less than 
Napoleon the desire to see affairs get more complicated. Fleury 
reaUy did try to start negotiations with Bismarck. The Austro- 
Prussian enlenie “a marque un temps d’arrfet.”] 

Metternich to Rechberg, Prr’ate, Paris, January 28, 
1864. 

[In spite of Drouyn de liuys’s counsels of moderation, 
Metternich still affirms that things are not moving fast enough to 
satisfy the French Government. Drouyn de Lhuys summed up 
all the reasons that make it almost impossible to reach a pacific 
solution of the question.] 

Metternich to Rechberg, Telegram No. 9, Paris, Feb- 
ruary 3, 1864, 5:40 P. M. recewed 7:40 P. M. 

Chiffre. Le Ministre des affaires etrangcres trouve toujours 
que le Holstein gage suffisant, regrette effusion dc sang qui 6tait 
in6vitable mais ne s ’associe a aucune action hostile de 1 ’Angle- 
terre. Er hofft, dass der Krieg schnell zu Ende damit die 
offentliche Meinung sich nicht zu Gunslcn des schwacheren 
Danemark anfaiige. L’Empercur m'assura qu’Il ne sc departira 
pas de sa reserve tant que les complications ne prendront plus 
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grandes proportions . Si 1 ’ Angleterre fait la guerre on la regardera 
la faire, si non prolongation de la lutte dangereuse en ce qu ’elle 
pourrait entrainer la France en faveur du Danemarc. 

Metteenich to Rechbebg, Telegeam No. i8, Paeis, Feb- 
BTJAEY 23, 1864. 8:55 P. M. 

Chiffre. Der Kaiser hat mir soeben gesagt, dass weiteres 
Vorgehen in Jutland diplomatische Intervention und Demonstra- 
tionen Seitens Englands und Frankreichs zum Folge hatte, qu’il 
vaudrait mieux eviter. II dit que nous devrions aussi prendre 
garde du c 6 t 4 de Lugano et du Tessin et peser sur la Suisse pour 
I’enquSte, parce que le parti d ’action veut forcer le Gouverne- 
ment piemontais k la guerre en fomentant 1 ’insurrection dans le 
midi du Tyrol sur les confines de la Venetie. II m ’a fait curieuses 
revelations sur mission de M. Pasolini dont il a refuse proposition 
d’echanger la Venetie contre les Prindpautes. 


Mxjlinen to Rechbebg, No. 26 B, Paeis, July 4, 1864. 

[Among other things, Drouyn de Lhuys said: “Quant a moi, 
j ’aimerais mieux voir la Prusse prendre pour elle une partie des 
deux Duches que I’AUemagne s’annexer la totalite de ces pays 
souslesceptre d ’un Prince quelconque.” He prefers Augustenburg 
to Oldenburg. After a few pleasantries about England, “qu’d 
taxe d' avoir recule avec vigueur,” Drou5Ti de Lhuys said: “On 
me dit qu’il a ete question a Vienne d’un projet de faire entrer 
tout le Danemark dans la Confederation Germanique. Nous ne 
pourrions jamais admettre un tel fait et du moment ou Ton 
voudrait changer I’etat de chose constitutif de la Confederation, 
la France se verrait dans la n^cessite de reagir contre ces velleit6s 
par tons les moyens en son pouvoir, sans en excepter un seid.”] 
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Various Reports prom the Austrian Legation, Berlin, 
No\'ember 1863 TO July 1864. 

Karolyi to Rechberg, Veriratdich, Berlin, November 30, 
1863. 

Die Stellung des Herm von Bismarck in Vertretung des in der 
deutsch-danischen Angelegenhcit gemeinschafllich von den bei- 
den deutschen Grossmachten eingenommenen Standpunktes 
wird ununterbrochen von \-ielen Seiten uiid machligen Einfliissen 
angegriffen. 

In dem gestrigen Ministerrathe wurde der Herr Minister- 
prasident von mehreren seiner Collegen, welchc zu einer offenen 
Theilnahme fur die deutschen Herzogthiimer hinneigen und daher 
in letzter Analyse die Lostrennung derselben von Dancmark und 
deren selbstandigkeit vor Augen haben, direct interpellirt sich 
dariiber auszusprechen welches politische Ziel er in dieser Fragc 
verfolge. Herr von Bismarck antwortete unumwundcn, dass sein 
Ziel die Erhaltung der durch den Londoner Vertrag festgestellten 
Integritat der danischen Monarchie sei, unler selbstverstand- 
licher Wahrung und Durchfuhrung der durch die Bundesbe- 
schliisse bezeichneten Rechte Deutschlands. Er wolle durch die 
Griindung eines selbstandigen Schlcs’sudg-Holstcin kein zweites 
maritimes Polen schaffen, welches unaufhaltsam auf Wicderero- 
berungdesselbenangewiesen ware, und die deutschen und preussi- 
schen Interessen stets beunruhigen und gefahrden wiirde. 

Abgesehen von der durch den Londoner Vertrag auferlegten 
Verpflichtung und der Gefahrlichkeit fiir Preussen, in seinen 
Beziehungen zu den Grossmachten, sich derselben zu entziehen, 
wird Herr von Bismarck in der Festigkeit mit welcher er bisher in 
unstreitig anerkennungswerthen Weise sich auf den Boden des 
Londoner Vertrages stellt und den Augustenburgischen Ans- 
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pruchen entgegentritt, auch dutch die Betrachtung wesentlich 
unterstiitzt, dass die nationale Bewegung zu Gunsten der 
Herzogthumer immer mehr eine revolutionare Gestaltung 
anzunehmen droht und gewiss das preussische Gebiet auch nicht 
verschonen wtirde. Bei dem schon so schroffen, abet bis jetzt 
auf das parlamentarische Feld der Discussion und auf die Presse 
beschrankt gebliebenen Gegensatz zwischen der Regierung und 
der grossen Majoritat des Landes, ware die Entfesselung mate- 
rieller revolutionarer Elemente ein neuer gefahrlicher Zuwachs 
fur die Stellung des Ministeriums Bismarck. Seiner eigenthtim- 
lichen, kiihnen Geistesrichtung folgend, aussert er sich wohl dahin 
dass er gerade diese Bewegung auf der Strasse abwarte, um die 
materielle Revolution erfassen und niederschlagen zu konnen; 
doch darf dieser Wiinsch nicht buchstablich gedeutet werden, 
und es ist wohl anzunehmen dass er, um einer solchen Eventuali- 
tat zu steuern, es fiir nothwendig erachtet, in dieser wichtigen 
Conjunctur so sehr als thunlich Farbe zu bekennen 

Kaeolyi to Rechbeeg, No. 125, A-D Vertraidich, Beelin, 
Decembee 19, 1863. 

Den Empfang der hohen Expedition vom 15. d. dutch den k. 
k. Cabinets Courier Weingraber beehre ich mich ergebenst zu 
bestatigen. 

Die letzten Verhandlungen in der Kammer iiber die schleswig- 
holsteinische Angelegenheit haben die Zeit des Herrn Minister- 
prasidenten so sehr in Anspruch genommen, das ich dieser Tage 
jedesmal bios wenige Augenblicke im Ministerzimmer des 
Abgeordnetenhauses mit ihm sprechen konnte, und daher heute 
noch nicht in der Lage bin iiber die Erfiillung der dutch die 
Erlasse vom 15. mir gewordenen hohen Auftrage ergebenst 
Bericht zu erstatten. 

Indem ich mir dies fiir die nachste Zeit dutch Abfertigung des 
genannten Couriers vorbehalte, gestatte ich mir jetzt einer 
vertraulichen Mittheilung Erwahnung zu tun welche ich der 
GefaJligkeit des Herm von Bismarck verdanke. 

Nach einem kiirzlich eingegangenen Bericht des preussischen 
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Botschafters in Paris miisse man sich seitens Frankreichs im 
nachsten Friihjahr auf ein kriegerisches Vorgehen gefasst raachen. 
Die Eindriicke des Grafen Goltz fiber die Absichten des Kaisers 
Napoleon sind sehr duster. Veranlassung und Ziel, Allianzen 
und Gegner welche Er in’s Augc fassen wfirde, konntcn vorerst 
keiner bestimmten Bcrechnung unterzogen werden, doch hat 
Sich der Kaiser auch hierfiber Grafen Goltz gegenfiber anschein- 
end ohne Rfickhalt ausgcsprochen. 

Seine Majestat hegt die Ansicht, dass bis zum Frfihjahr die 
nationale Bewegung Galizien erfassen, dass daselbst Unruhen 
ausbrechen wfirden welche, sich auf Ungarn ausstreckend, den 
revolutionar-nationalen Tendenzen in Europa machtigen Vors- 
chub leisten wfirden. Italien konnte hiebei nicht ruhig verbleiben. 
Kaiser Napoleon entwarf ein Bild, worin die revolutionar- 
nationale Idee in den Vordergrund gestellt wurde, und Seinen 
Hang, Sich eventuell dieser Richtung zu bemachtigen um eine 
kriegerische Action Frankreichs einzulcitcn, liess Er hiebei 
ziemlich klar durchblicken. Dor von Ihm angedeutete Aus- 
gangspunkt stellt Oesterreich in crstcr Linie als Zielscheibe jener 
unruhigen, den Friedcn bedrohenden franzosischen Politik hin. 

Dieselben Eindriicke, meldet Graf Goltz, theile auch dcr 
russische Botschafter. 

Rjvrolyi to Rechberg, No. 6 N., Berlin, January 14, 1864. 

Ich bin noch in der Lage, durch diese Couriersgelegenheit fiber 
eine weitere Besprechung welche ich niit dem Herm Minister 
Prasidenten in den Abendstundcn hatte, Euerer Excellenz 
ergebenst Bericht zu erstaticn. 

Ich muss vorausschicken, dass meine letzteren Unterredimgen 
mit Herm von Bismarck mir die Ueberzeugung gewahren, dass er 
die Billigkeit unserer Forderungen in Bezug auf das Princip der 
gegenseitigen Solidaritat, welche eine jedwede einseitige, ohne 
Zustimmung der anderen Macht erfolgte Schwenkung ausschlicsst 
volLkommen zugiebt und mit aufrichtigster Entschiedenheit 
beim Kbnig vertritt. Seine Majestat aber, nach dem zu urteilen 
was mir der Minister von seinem heute nachmittags dem Konig 
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erstatteten Vortrag anvertraute, straubt Sich nodi immer darauf 
einzugehen. Der Konig stellt mit Hartnadugkeit das Argument 
voran, dass, wenn Er Sidi nicht die Freiheit zu der Lossagung 
vom Londoner Vertrag sichert, Preussen in die Lage kommen 
konnte, einen viel Geld und Mensdien kostenden Krieg gegen 
Danemark, aber fiir die Integritat der danischen Krone, daher in 
dieser Hinsicht vielmehr fiir Danemark fiibren zu mussen. Herr 
V. Bismarck bekampft diese Anschaung, indem er es als selbstver- 
standlich annimmt, dass unter alien Eventualitaten giinstigere 
Abmadiungen als jene von 1851-2 auszubedingen sein werden, 
und stellt hiebei dem Konig gegeniiber die Personal-Union der 
deutschen Herzogthiiiner als das diesfalle anzustrebende Ideal 
auf, welches den preussischen Interessen eben so sehr, wenn nicht 
noch mehr entspricht als eine Augustenburgische Dynastie. 
Dann weist er auf die vorhandene Aussicht hin, dass bei einem 
Krieg mit Danemark, welcher nicht gegen die Integritat der 
danischen Monarchie gerichtet ist, England factisch neutral 
bleiben wiirde, wahrend ein Krieg unter Lossagung des Vertrags, 
daher die Zerstuckelung Danemarks bezweckend, die active 
Feindschaft Englands ohne Fehl zur Folge haben wiirde. Er 
bemuht sich, dem Konig begreiflich zu machen, dass man 
unmdglich von Oesterreich erwarten konne, sich mit Preussen in 
eine Allianz zur Fiihrung eines gemeinschaftlichen Krieges 
einzulassen, ohne die Sicherheit zu haben, dass es nicht, durch 
eine plotzliche Schwenkung Preussens, im Stiche gelassen wiirde, 
und dass daher die Stipulation eines gegenseitigen Einverstand- 
nisses fiir die weiteren politischen Phasen, ebensosehr wie selbe 
von Preussen beansprucht werde miisse, an Oesterreich zuzuge- 
stehen sei. 

Diese bei Seiner Majestat zu Tage tretende Unbehaglichkeit 
riicksichtlich der fraglichen bindenden Vereinbarung, zumal wenn 
ich selbe mit Seiner bisherigen inneren Gemiithsrichtung zusam- 
menhalte, kann ich nicht anders erklaren, als dass jetzt, da der 
Augenblick herangetreten ist zur kriegerischen Action zu schrei- 
ten, die Lossagung vom Londoner Vertrage sich immer klarer 
und bestimmter als das Ziel der Preussischen Politik vor Seinen 
Augen entfaltet. Diesem Ziele steuert Seine Majestat unbedingt 
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zu. Und er mag darubcr Zweifel hegen, ob Oesterreich an der 
Integritiit Danemarks nicht festhalten und die Erreichung dieses 
preussisclien Zieles nicht vcreileln wcrde. 

Ich will hier nicht eingchcnd erortern. ob hiebei bios rein 
deutsche Nationalaspirationcn oder auch spezifisch preussische 
Vergrbsserungsgcliiste im Spiele sind. So viel darf ich aber jetzt 
aussprechen, dass Gcdanken, welche letzterer Eventualitat 
zugewendet sind, gewiss seitens mancher politischen Personlich- 
keit Berlins in die Berechnung dcr Zukunft hereingezogen werden. 
Mit ofTenem Freimuthe hat Flerr von Bismarck selbst heute mir 
gegeniiber diesc Mbglichkeit ganz leicht angeregt. Er hat selbe, 
bei dieseni Anlass, mit Entschicdenheit als unklug zuriickgewie- 
sen, denn, wolle Preussen cine Annexionspolitik befolgen, so ware 
die Mediatisirung der innerhalb dcr Mainlinie liegenden deutschen 
Lander ein bei Weitem nicht so gcfahrliches und den preussischen 
Interessen ungleich mchr zusagendes Unternehmen, als eine 
Eroberung der Herzogthiimer. Wenn nichtsdestoweniger solche 
Betrachtungen sich im Laufc dcr Ercignisse ernstlich geltend 
machen wiirden, setzte dcr Minister hinzu, so konne Preussen 
fiiglich auf die Wafiengemeinschaft Oesterreichs zu einem 
derartigen Zweeke bios durch Gewahrung von entsprechenden 
Gegenleistungen rechnen, und diesclbcn liegen fiir Oesterreich in 
Italien. Herr von Bismarck erwahnte dies nur leicht hin, aber 
Beachtung verdient dieser Gesichtspunkt schon jetzt, und er 
scheint um so mchr zu dcr Vorsicht zu rathen, die Bedingung des 
gegenscitigen Einverstandnisses fur die ferneren politischen 
Momente aufrecht zu erhalten, 

Mit der verandcrteii Fassung des in Rcdc slchcnden Passus der 
Punctation konnte Sich Seine Majestat nicht befreunden, obwohl 
er selbe keineswegs ablehnte. Sie enthalte ini Wcsentlichen 
dasselbe. Auf die Stipulirung einer gegenscitigen Frist fiir eine 
eventuelle Lossagung vom Vertrage kam Herr von Bismarck mir 
gegeniiber nicht zuriick, 

Der Konig wiinscht ohne Zweifel, Sich die Allianz mit Oester- 
reich zu sichern doch mbehte cr am liebsteii selbe im Interesse 
der Lossagung vom Londoner Vertrage angewendet sehen. Von 
Herrn von Bismarck in Seinen Argumentationen in die Enge 
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getrieben, erklarte Seine Majestat, dass Ihm dann nichts iibrig 
bleibe, als Seiner Majestat dem Kaiser, unserem allergnadigsten 
Herrn, zu schreiben, um Allerhochstdemselben Seine Gedanken 
und Absichten kund zu geben. Herr von Bismarck konnte mir 
nicht sagen, ob Seine Majestat wirklich ein solches Vorhaben 
ausfiihren wiirde, doch erwahnte er mir diesen Ausspruch seines 
koniglichen Herrn als Beweis dafiir, dass er das Gelingen einer 
Einigung mit Oesterreich vor Augen babe. Es wird sich eben 
um die Verstandigung iiber die hiezu erforderlichen Bedingungen 
handeln. Seine Majestat verwies schliesslich den Minister 
Prasidenten auf ein morgen abzubaltendes Cabinets Conseil 
welches Ihm einen definitiven Vortrag iiber den Punctations 
Entwurf zu erstatten habe. Herr von Bismarck sieht darin ein 
gutes Omen; der einstimmigen Annahme, seitens seiner Collegen, 
der Punctation mit den heute einberichteten Modificationen sei 
er sicher, und von einer solchen officiellen Einwirkung des 
Ministerrathes auf die Entschliisse Seiner Majestat glaube er ein 
gutes Resultat erwarten zu diirfen. 

Kakolyi to Rechbebg, No. ii B., Berlin, January 24, 
1864. 

Ich habe seinerzeit nicht ermangelt, sowohl den hohen Erlass 
vom 14, d., reservirt, welcher sich auf angeblich zwischen Herrn 
von Bismarck und dem General Fleury Stattgehabte Gesprache 
bezieht, als das betreffende Schreiben aus Paris zur Kenntnis des 
Herrn Ministerprasidenten zu bringen und habe ihn um eine 
offene Erklarung der darin enthaltenen Angaben gebeten. 

Derselbe nahm nicht den geringsten Anstand, folgender 
Aufklarungen mir in dieser Hinsicht zu ertheilen. 

Bei den naheren personlichen Beziehungen welche zwischen 
ihn und General Fleury bestiinden, hatten die verschiedenen 
Besuche des Letzteren ganz natiirlich auf eine in ungebundener 
Form gehaltene Besprechung der Politik im Allgemeinen gefiihrt. 
Allianz-projecte zwischen Frankreich und Russland waren aller- 
dings hierbei beriihrt worden, die Initiative in dieser Richtung 
ware aber vom General selbst ausgegangen, welcher, wie Herr 
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von Bismarck mir bemerkte, durch seinen personlichen Wunsch, 
den St. Petersburger Botschaftcrsposten zu erhalten, hierbei 
hauptsacblich geleitet zu sein schien. Weil entferntnun, zum 
Behufe einer Annaherung Frankreichs an Russland, eine Vermitt- 
lersrolle angeboten zu haben, hatte Herr von Bismarck vielmehr 
eine solche abgelehnt und darauf hingedeutet, dass, so lange die 
polnische Frage irgendwie noch auf dem Tapete sich befande, das 
erregte Nationalgefuhl in Russland einen jeden Versuch zu einer 
Schwenkung nach Frankreich bin vereiteln wurde. Preussen 
miisse auf seinen, in der polnischen Frage eingenommenen 
Standpunkte noch viel bcstimmter bcharren; eine polnische 
Losung derselbcn, wahrend sie fiir Russland wohl ein Verlust, 
aber doch auszuhalten ware, wiirde fiir Preussen ein Todesstoss 
sein; Frankreich werde Letzteres daher dicsfalle stets “intrait- 
able” finden. 

Die Angelegcnheit der Hcrzogthiimer ware ferner scinerseits 
keineswegs in einem Sinne besprochcn worden, welcher die 
Absicht des preussischen Cabinets durchblicken liesse, sich 
eventuell in einen Landcrschacher cinzulassen Das Wort 
“Palatinal” ware gar nicht augsesprochcn worden. Er habe 
auf die Eventualitat der Anncclirung Kicls an Preussen, wie eine 
solche Tendenz von ^nclen Seiten Preussen zugemuthet werde, 
gerade in einem Lichte hingedeutel, welches einen ahnlichen 
Besitz fiir Preussen als werthlos darslcllt. Er habe die gcograph- 
ische Configuration Kicls hervorgehoben, welche den Kieler 
Hafen wohl fiir einen Handelsplatz aber nichl zur Yertheidigung 
geeignet mache. Der hdehste Punki an jener Kustc, von welchen 
sich eine Abdachung des Tcrrainc bis zum Meerc hinslrecke, sei 
von selben zu entfernt um den Hafen schiilzen zu kbnnen. Der 
durch den Besitz von Kiel erwachsende GerNunn in Beziehung des 
Handels wiirde durch die Unmdglichkcit diesen Punkt gegen 
feindliche Angriffe zu halten, zu Nichte gemachi, und bei dieser 
Sachlage empfinde Preussen keinc Verlorkung zu einer Ver- 
grosserung nach jener Seitc hin. 

Gesprachsweise und mchr fragend, um seinem ^Mitredner auf 
den Puls zu fiihlen, habe Herr von Bismarck wohl auf die, seit 
Jahren der Regierung des Kaisers Napoleon untergestellten 
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Geliiste, sich wenigstens dutch Gewinnung von Saarbriicken ein 
grosses Kohlenlager zu verschaffen, Bezug genommen. Der 
gleichen Absichten, sowie jedwede andere Rheingeliiste stellte 
aber General Fleury entschieden in Abrede; Frankreich denke 
nicht daran sich zu vergrossem und sei durchaus uneigenniitzig 
bei alien Fragen die jetzt Europa bewegen. 

Endlich, die scandinavische Union anbelangend, so babe er 
(H. V. Bismarck) wohl zugegeben, dass Preussen an und fiir 
sich keinen Grund habe, derselben feindlich entgegenzutreten, 
doch bei der gegen diesselbe gerichteten Politik sowohl Englands 
als auch Russlands erschiene es iiberhaupt ratlich, dieses Ziel 
nicht zu verfolgen; die letzterwahnte Opposition benehme dem- 
selben jedwede Aussicht des Gelingens, und Preussen denke 
nicht daran, sich wegen dieser Frage gegen die genannten beiden 
Machte zu stellen. 

Aus diesen Erklarungen des Herrn von Bismarck darf ich 
sonach entnehmen, dass die in dem Pariser Schreiben erwahnten 
Punkte in den fraglichen Unterredungen wohl besprochen aber 
von Herrn von Bismarck in keiner fur unsere Interessen Ver- 
fanglichen oder das Zusammengehen der beiden Machte storenden 
Weise beleuchtet worden sind. Unter den gegenwartigen 
Verhaltnissen lag es ihm gewiss fern, seinen Ausserungen einen 
Anstrich zu geben welcher den Wunsch nach einer einseitigen 
Schwenkung nach Frankreich hin zu insinuiren geeignet ware. 
Der Herr Minister verwahrte sich gegen diese letztere Richtung 
um so entschiedener, als er auf die Gesinnungen des Konigs 
hinwies welche eine ahnliche Politik niemals zulassen wiirden. 
Er nahm keinen Anstand, die dahin zielende Tendenz des 
fraglichen Pariser Schreibens eds mil dem Stempel der Erdichtung 
behaftet, mir gegeniiber zu bezeichnen. 

Karolyi to Rechberg, No, 37 A-G, Berlin, March 26, 1864. 

Hinsichtlich der letzten im englischen Conferenzvorschlag 
eingetretenen Wendung hatte der englische Botschafter, welcher 
zu den danischen Interessen so sehr hinneigt, in seinen miindlichen 
Besprechungen mit dem Herrn Ministerprasidenten vorerst noch 
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versudit, die danischerseits bisher aufgestellte Basis zu vertreten 
und ibr wenigstens als danischen Ausgangspunkt der Verhandlung 
eine ge-wisse Anerkemiung beim Berliner Cabinet zu verschaffen. 
Nachdem Herr von Bismarck rundweg ablehnte darauf einzu- 
gehen und das Verlangen slellte, um den englisdien Standpunkt 
der Einladung zu den Conferenzen mit einiger Klarheit beur- 
theUen zu konnen, eine schriftlicbe Mittbeilung bieriiber zu 
erbalten, entscbloss sicb Sir Andrew Bucbanan, ein Scbreiben an 
den Herrn Minister Prasidenten zu ricbten in welcbem er sicb 
darauf bescbrankte, die urspriingbcbe, an das diesseitige Cabinet 
mittelst ofiBzieller Note vom 23'“ Februar gericbtete Einladung 
anzurufen und die darauf erfolgte zustinunende Erklanmg 
Preussens als eine Annahme des von England gestellten Con- 
ferenzvorscblagcs zu constatieren. Eine neue An nahme eracbtet 
der Minister nicbt fiir notbwendig, da die friibere aucb jetzt 
nocb giiltig sei. 

Als Herr von Bismarck micb vorgeslern bievon in Kenntnis 
setzte, scbien er nocb keineswegs iiberzeugt zu sein, dass Dkne- 
mark in abnlicbe freie Conferenzen so leicbt einwilligen wiirde, 
und dieselben Zweifel scbien er aucb riicksicbtlicb des deutscben 
Bundes zu begen, Wie es die Aufgabe Englands sei, auf Dane- 
mark in diesem Sinne einzuwirken, so fiele es den beiden deutscben 
Grossmacbten anbeim, den Bund zur Bescbickung der Conferenz 
zu bestimmen. 

In Gemassbeit Euerer Excellenz Telegrammes v. 22*“ d. 
xmterliess icb es nicbt, Hr. v. Bismarck gegeniiber bervorzubeben, 
dass es nun an der Zeit sei, zwiscben den Cabinetten von Wien 
und Berlin die Friedensbedingungen in nabcre Erwagung zu 
zieben und ein gemeinscbaftlicbes Programm aufzusteUen. Icb 
frug den Hr. Minister, ob er selbst die Initiative zu einer scbrift- 
bcben Auseinandersetzung diesfalls ergreifen woUe, oder eine 
eingebende Ausfiibrung bieriiber vom kaiserlicben Cabinet 
erwarte. Er scbien in dieser Hinsicbt nocb zu keiner bestimmten 
Ansicht gelangt zu sein und war daber nicbt in der Lage diese 
Frage zu beantworten. 

Hr. V. Bismarck zablte sodann in allgemeinen Ziigen die Fried- 
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ensbedingungen auf, welche nach seiner Ansidit von den beiden 
Machten zu vertreten waren. 

Das alte Verhaltnis, der status quo ante bellum, miisse 
selbstverstandlich als ein definitiv iiberwundener Standpunkt 
betrachtet werden. Wie es im Interesse einer jeden Verhandlung 
liege, so wiirde es sich anempfehlen, sogleidi mit dem hochsten 
ziele aufzutreten. damit das im Laufe der Negotiation abgemin- 
derte Resultat noch immer als eine geniigende Losung von 
Oesterreich und Preussen angesehen werden konne. Denn dass 
diesclben vom ihrem Slandpunkte aus zu Concessionen wiirden 
veranlasst werden, diirfe wohl vorauzusetzen sein. Dieses Ziel sei 
die Personal-Union der Herzogthiimer mit Danemark und die 
Real-Union, d. h. die Zusammengehorigkeit Holsteins mit 
Schleswig. Dieses Verhaltnis, welches die Herzogthiimer bios 
durch das dynastische Band mil der danischen Krone verbindet, 
miisse zudem durch griindliche, auf europaischer Anerkennung 
beruhende Garantien sicher gestellt werden, damit die in Rede 
stehenden deutschen Lander auf die Dauer von danischer 
Bedriickung befreit wiirden. Unter solchen Garantien stehe in 
erster Linie die Einverleibung Schleswigs in den deutschen Bund, 
welche Massregel allein im Stande sei die Ruckkehr der danischen 
Vergewaltigungen zu verhindem. Die Frage, ob das ganze 
Herzogthum dcm deutschen Bunde anzuschliessen sei,oder ob der 
nordliche, iiberwiegend diinische Theil allenfalls an Danemark zur 
Incorporirung in das Kbnigreich iiberlassen werden miisse, wiirde 
einen wichtigen Gegenstand der Verhandlung bilden. Ein 
ahnlicher Zuwachs des deutschen Bundes, der erste seit dessen 
Bestehen, wiirde von der offentlichen Meinung in Deutschland 
mit grosser Befriedigung aufgenommen werden, die Politik der 
beiden Machte mit dem deutsch-nationalen Standpunkt zum 
Theil versohnen, und der Stellung der beiden Regierungen in ihren 
eigenen Landern sehr forderlich sein. Ein solches Resultat 
schiene zumal durch die doch bedeutenden Opfer welche der 
Krieg bereits Oesterreich und Preussen auferlegt, voUkommen 
gerechtfertigt und es miissten sonach deren Anstrengungen dahin 
gerichtet sein. 

Die Errichtung von Rendsburg als Bundesfestung fiihrte Hr. 
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V. Bismarck auch als einen aufzustellenden Punkt des Friedens- 
programmes an, sowie das Verlangen einer entsprechenden 
Kriegsentschadigung. 

Ferner erwahnte der Herr Minister eines Planes welcher die 
offentliche Aufmerksamkeit schon seit langerer Zeit, besonders 
vom Handelspolitischen Standpunkte aus, auf sich gezogen hatte, 
und welcher bei diesem Anlasse von den beiden Machten vorzu- 
bringen ware. Dicser Plan bestande in der Verbindung der 
Nordsee mil der Ostsee dutch einen Kanal. Zwei Linien seien 
angeregt worden. Die eine ware eine Diagonale und ginge von 
Eckernfbrde iibcr Rendsburg mil Beniitzung vieler Seen und der 
Eider, und es wiirde der Kanal in den Ausfluss der Elbe miinden. 
Das andere Project bestande in einer geraden Linie von der 
Neustadter Bucht bei Liibeck, gleichfalls nach den Elbemiindun- 
gen. Letztere Linie ware die kiirzere, wahrend die erste wegen 
der zahlreichen inneren Wasserstrassen geringere materielle 
Schwierigkeiten darbote. Dor Handel nach dem letztgennanten 
Meere (der Ostsee) -wtirde dutch eine ahnliche namhafte Verkiir- 
zung der Seestrasse einen ungeheueren Aufschwung nehmen und 
dieser Transit den Herzogthumern grosse Vortheile zufuhren. 
Ein solchcs Untemchmen, ein Seitenstiick des Suezkanals, 
besasse an sich schon fiir den allgemeinen Welthandel eine 
bedeutende Verlockung, und wiirde den beiden Maclitcn, unter 
deren Aegide er ins Leben gerufen worden ware, zur Ehre 
gereichen. 

Es liegt auf der Hand, dass, welch immer vom allgemeinen 
Standpunkte des Handels der Nutzen eines solchen, wohl dutch 
eine Acticngcllschaft anzulegenden Verbindungskanals auch sein 
mag, die Interessen des Oslscchandels, daher in erster Linie die 
preussischen Handelsinteressen, die grossten Vortheile davon 
ziehen wiirden, welcher Umstand dieser ganzen, von Herm von 
Bismarck mit Vorlicbe vertretenen Idee eine spezifisch preussische 
Farbung aufprage. 

Eine ahnliche preussische Farbung glaubte ich auch in einer 
andern Ausfiihrung des Herrn Ministers hinsichtlich des Fried- 
ensprogrammes zu entdecken. Fiir den Fall, meinte er, dass die 
Personal-Union dutch den Widerstand der Danen sich nicht als 
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durchfiihrbar erweisen und die Lostrennung der Herzogthiimer 
fiir Schleswig wohl auf den deutschen Theil beschrankt, als die 
mit den meisten Chancen ausgestattete und von Danemark selbst 
vorgezogene Losung sich herausstellen sollte, so wiirde erstens ein 
solches Resultat von den beiden deutschen Machten nicht bean- 
standet werden diirfen, da es nicht deren Aufgabe sein konne, 
danischer als Danemark zu sein. Es ware dann dafiir zu sorgen, 
dass dieser neu geschaffene deutsche Staat nicht den Augusten- 
burgern zufiele, da die Erhebung des Erbprinzen zum deutschen 
souveranen Eiirsten als ein Triumph der demokratischen Partei 
und des Nationalvereins ausgelegt werden wiirde und mit der 
ganzen Haltung der beiden Machte in Widerspruch stiinde. Herr 
von Bismarck zoge in dieser Eventualitat den Herzog von Olden- 
burg als den zukiinftigen Herzog von Schleswig-Holstein vor; 
derselbe besitze auch Erbanspriiche auf diese Lander und wiirde 
in jeder Hinsicht eine geeignetere Wahl als der Erbprinz von 
Augustenburg sein. 

Diese Ansicht diirfte vielleicht auf der Hoffnung beruhen, dass 
eine ahnliche Combination nicht ohne irgendwelchen Landerer- 
werb Oder sonstige positive Vortheile zu Gunsten Preussens 
ablaufen wiirde. Der Landerschacher welcher in dieser Richtung 
als ein formliches Project bereits in den Zeitungen besprochen 
worden, verdient allerdings in der Form wie derselbe in die Welt 
geschleudert worden, keine Beachtung, doch mag er als Fiihler, 
um die oflentliche Meinung auf ahnliche Gedanken zu bringen, 
von irgend einer massgebenden Seite in Preussen ins Leben 
gerufen worden sein. Herr von Bismarck hat ofters den Herzog 
von Oldenburg in dieser Hinsicht vorangestellt. Er diirfte wohl 
hierbei mehr seine personliche Ansicht, als die Seiner Majestat 
des Konigs ausgedriickt haben, Allerhochstwelcher, wenn es 
iiberhaupt je zur Lostrennung der Herzogthiimer kommen sollte, 
Seine Sympathien fiir das Haus Augustenburg wohl nicht so 
leicht fallen lassen wiirde. 
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Telegram from Biegeleben, Berlin, April 20, 1864, 7:30- 
8:50 P M. 

Das Resultat meiner Besprechungen mit Herrn von Bismarck 
ist im Wesentlichen ubereinstimmend mit den Instnictionspunk- 
ten fiir die kais. BevoUmaclitigen. Ich glaubte in Aussicht 
slellen zu konnen, dass Oesterreich bereit sein werde, auch die 
Aufnabme Schleswigs in den deutschen Bund, eine Flottenstation 
an dem zu griindenden Schiffahrtskanal und die Garantie der 
scbleswig-holsteinischen Verfassung durch den Bund gemein- 
scbaftlich mit Preussen zu beantragen, wogegen ich bevorwortete, 
die Consequenzen der Personalunion in Bezug auf Heer und 
Flotte nicht zu scharf zu ziehen, die Dinge nicht zu einer Theilimg 
Schleswigs nach Nationalitaten zu treiben und eine Befragung der 
Slande jedenfallsnurnach Massgabe ihrer gesetzlichen Competenz 
zuzulassen. In dicsen drci Punkten, in welchcn sich die im 
Grunde weitergehenden Intentionen Prcusscns aussprechen, ging 
Herr von Bismarck nicht prindpiell von seiner Anschauung ab, 
erkannte jedoch als ndthig an, Meinungsverschiedenheiten 
wenigstens nicht in den Vordergrund treten zu lassen. Heute 
friih reise ich nach London ab. 

Biegeleben to Rechberg, Berlin, April 19, 1864. 

In zwei langen Unterredungen mit Herrn v. Bismarck, deren 
erste in Anwesenheit des Grafen Karoljd stall fand, die zweite 
sich mehr auf das Detail der Friedensuntcrhandlungen bezog, 
trachtete ich dem preussischen Minister so bestimmt als moglich 
den Eindruck zu geben, dass in Wien die ganze deutsch-danische 
Verwicklung sich nur als eine Episode von verhaltnismassig unter- 
geordneter Wichtigkeit darsteUe, und dass die Einigung zwischen 
Oesterreich und Preussen, um den hoheren Anforderungen der 
Weltlage zu entsprechen, noch einen anderen und bedeutungs- 
volleren Inhalt gewinnen miisse, als das gemeinsame Auftreten 
gegeniiber Danemark. 

Anspielungen auf die entscheidenden Dienste, welche das 
Biindnis der beiden deutschen Machte der Sache der Ordnung 
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zu leisten berufen ist, konnten bei Herrn v. Bismarck naturlich 
nicht ohne Anklang bleiben. Auch kann ich nichts anderes sagen, 
als dass aus seinen Aeusserungen wenigstens in gewissen Grade 
die Voraussicht, dass Preussen sich allerdings an Oesterreich 
werde halten miissen, hervorleuchtete. Aus der ganzen Art und 
Weise, wie er die verschiedenen moglichen Allianzgruppirungen 
durchmusterte, ging jedoch deutlich genug hervor, dass er von 
der Gemeinsamkeit der den legitimen Regierungen drohenden 
Gefahren nicht eben sehr praoccupirt ist, und dass er sich wesent- 
lich von der Speculation auf specielle Vortheile fiir Preussen 
bestimmen lasst. Dem Konige den Rath zu geben, sich auf 
bestimmte Verpflichtungen einzulassen, liegt daher auch — 
wenigstens bis jetzt — durchaus noch nicht in seinem Sinne, er will 
sich vielmehr die Anlehnung an Frankreich, die er als ein blosses 
Cajoliren hinstellt, offen halten um einen moglichst gloriosen 
Frieden zu erhalten. Um so mehr glaubte ich darauf hinweisen 
zu miissen, dass Frankreich sicher nicht im preussischen sondern 
nur im eigenen franzosischen Interesse seinen alten Schiitzling 
Danemark aufopfern wiirde, und dass man England nicht vor 
den Kopf stossen diirfe, wenn man nicht der franzosischen Politik 
in die Hande arbeiten wolle. Er gab zu, dass man die beiden 
Westmachte auseinander halten miisse, schien es aber als eine 
ganz zweckmassige Rollenvertheilung anzusehen, wenn England 
durch Oesterreich bei guter Laune erhalten wiirde, und Frank- 
reich durch Preussen, was ich mir fiir eine einigermassen bedenk- 
liche Parthie zu erklaren erlaubte. 

Von Bedingungen, fiir welche man auf die Connivenz Frank- 
reichs zahlen kann, trennt man sich daher hier nur schwer, 
doch verwarf Herr v. Bismarck, wie nicht anders moglich, 
entschieden die Volksabstimmung, und modificirte sogar auf 
meine Gegenbemerkung nicht unbedeutend die neueste Depesche 
nach Wien wegen der Standebefragung, die im urspriinglichen 
Concept, welches er uns verlas, noch viel weiter ging, und ein 
ganz ungebiihrliches Gewicht auf das Votum der Stande legen 
wollte. 

Was der Herr Minister iibrigens am entschiedensten betonte, 
war das Bediirfnis fiir ihn, bei dem Konige, auf den die in 
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Deutschland vorherrschende Stimmung wirkte,und bei der Armee, 
die nicht resultatlos gefochten habcn wolle, seine Stellung durch 
einen riihmlichen Frieden zu befestigen. Hicrin sehe er auch das 
Mittel, aus der Cooperation gegen Danemark eine festere Allianz 
zwischen Ocsterrcich und Prcusscn hervorgehen zu lassen, denn 
Oesterreich werde, wenn es Preussen zu einem solchen Frieden 
behulflich sei, zwar fiir sich keine Provinz, aber dafiir die preus- 
sische Armee gewinnen. 

Erwalinen muss ich noch, dass Herr v. Bismarck mich fragte, 
ob ich in Wien nichls von der Absicht gehort habe, die gegen- 
seitigen Gesandtschaftspostcn zu Bolschaflerposten zu erheben, 
wozu die polilischc Situation jetzt so wollkommen angethan sei. 
Ich antwortete, hieriiber nicht unterrichtet zu sein, glaube jedoch 
Eurer Excellenz von dieser Interpellation, die immerhin zu den 
giinstigen SjTnptomcn gehoren diirfte, Anzeige erstatten zu 
miissen. 

Den Stand dor Zollfrage habe ich mit den Herm Philipsborn 
und Delbrueck besprochen, diese Hcrrn suchten mich zu iiber- 
zeugen, dass Preussen uns nicht weiler entgegcnkommen kbnne, 
als in Prag geschehen sei, was ich jedoch in keincr Weise gelten 
liess. Ihr letztcs Wort haben sie, mcine ich, noch nicht gesprochen, 
wenn uns nicht die Mittelstaaten geradczu im Stiche lassen. 

Chotek to Rechberg, Berlin, M.a.y 15, 1864. 

Nachdriicklich und mit cinem gewisscn Wohlbehagen scheint 
der Ministerprasident sich allerdings in den Ictzten Tagen, mit 
den von alien demokratischcn und liberalen Parteifarbungen in 
Preussen und Deutschland zuruckgcwicscncn Gedankcn ciner 
Vereinigung der Herzogthumer mit Preussen bcschaftigt zu 
haben. Diese contrastierende Wurdigung joner Idee ist sehr 
begreiflich, wenn man erwagt, dass cine gluckliche Durchfuhrung 
derselben, Hr. v. Bismarck fiir eine Rcihe von jahren, wenigstens 
solange Konig Wilhelm regiert, gewiss die politischc Herrschaft in 
Preussen sichem wiirde. 

Ich werde in dem Anfangserwahnten Eindrucke bestarkt durch 
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einige vertrauliche Andeutungen die er bei seinem letzten 
gestrigen Gesprache mir gethan. 

“Wie ich Ihnen schon sagte, ausserte Hr. v. Bismarck, stehen 
wir noch auf unserm vereinbarten Programm, und konnen uns 
kaum denken, ein so theuer zu bezahlendes Objekt requiriren zu 
wollen und einer Politik zu befolgen, die nebstdem die Gefahren 
mit sich fiihren wiirde, die Sie mir gestern ganz ricbtig auseinan- 
dersetzten. ’ ’ 

“Aber denkbar ware es doch, dass wenn fiir Preussen Terri- 
torial Erwerbungen an der Schlay [sic] und Eider ohne zu viele 
Nachtheile zu haben waren, es auch fiir Oesterreich Bedingungen 
geben diirfte, unter denen Sie uns diess wohl gonnen konnten. ’ ’ 

“Diese Bedingungen, deren Abmachung das gegenwartige 
intime Allianz Verhaltnis erleichtern wiirde, waren z. B. wenn wir 
Ihnen Alle gewiinschten Conzessionen machten in Bundes 
Militar und Commando Angelegenheiten, in- der organischen 
Bundes Reform Frage gemeinsam und durcli Preussische Zuge- 
standnisse verstandigt mit Ihnen die Losung herbeifuhrten, ja 
eine Garantie des osterreichischen Gesammt Besitzstandes 
zugestehen wiirden etc. etc. ’ ’ 

‘ ‘ Diess ware die Inaugurirung einer gegenseitigen Compensations 
Politik, die aber wohlgemerkt, soil sie nicht den grossen conser- 
vativen Interessen Europa’s und den Existenzbedingimgen 
Deutschlands den grossten Schaden thun, nur zwischen uns Beiden 
aber nie zwischen einem von uns und einer andern ausserdeutschen 
Macht stattfinden diirfte.” 

Diese leicht hin gesprochenen aber gewissermassen mir ins Ohr 
gesagten, von mir aber mit dem reservirtesten jedenfalls aber 
nicht billigenden Schweigen aufgenommenen Ausspriiche, glaubte 
ich in der gegenwartigen vertraulichen Form ehrfurchtsvoll 
■wiedergeben zu sollen, und bitte Euer Excellenz den Ausdruck 
meiner tiefsten Ehrfurcht genehmigen zu wolle. 

Kaeolyi to Rechberg, No. 55 A-E, Berlin, June i, 1864. 

Die hohe Expedition vora 24"“ vg. M. Nr. r bis 3,^ betreffend 
die zu Gunsten der Lostrennimg der Herzogthumer von Dane- 
1 Cf. pp. 342-348. 
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mark und des August enburgischen Erbanspruches von den 
aUiirten deutschen Grossmacbten beschlossene Wendung, hat sich, 
wie Euere Excellenz bercits andeuteten. mit den hierseitigen 
beziiglichen Ausiiihrungen gekieuzt, und haben sich die gegen- 
seitig dargelegten Standpunkte und A'orschlage voUkommen 
begegnet. 

Ein Anlass zu einer sachlich detaillirten Auseinandersetzung 
jener Entgegnungen zu welchen die hohen hfittheilungen vom 
24*‘“ Mai seitens der hiesigen Regierung Gelegenheit geboten 
haben, scheint mir sonach beinahe ganzlich zu ent fallen. 

Es eriibrigt mir also nur der besonders bei dem Kbnige beste- 
henden aufrichtigen und ticfgefiihlten Befriedigung zu enviilinen 
welche die nunmehr vorliegende Losung im Innern Seiner 
Majestai hervorgebracht hat. Man kann ein Gleiches von 
Herrn v. Bismarck nicht in so entschiedener Weise sagen. cbenso 
wie eine bedeutende, nicht bios in den hoheren Classen Preusscns 
zu findende Partei mit der nunmehr an den Tag getretenen 
Combination sehr unzufriedcn ist. Der Herr Ministciprasident 
hat mir diese seine intimen Gedanken auch gar nicht verhehlt und 
zugegeben, das cr unter den drei Losungcn — Personalunion, 
Anne.xion an Preusen und Augustenburgische Plerrschaft ftir die 
Herzogthtimer — entschieden der zweiten den \'orzug gcgeben 
hatte, allerdings nur vorausgeselzt die Gestattung seitens 
Oesterreichs und nicht allzugrosse Gefahnlrohung von ausser- 
deutscher Seite her. 

Anders geartet sind die Gesinnungen des Kbnigs; das GlUck 
und Wohlbehagen welches Seine Majestai emplindet, stanmit 
daher, dass Seiner ehrlichen Uneigenniitzigkcit und Seinen 
redlichen consen'ativen Empfindungen die Atinexions Idee 
widerstrebte, und Er in Seinem feurig gefassten Entschlussc. 
dass das preussische Schwert hn Vereinc mit Oesterreich den 
deutschen Interessen einen grossen, greifbaren Gewinn erkampft 
haben miisse, durch die Verwirklichung des Gedankens der 
Personalunion eine Befriedigung zu linden nicht vermochte. 

Zudem war Seine ilajestat iramer insgeheim von der Gerechtig- 
keit des Augustenburgischen Erbanspruches Uberzeugt und in 
diesem Sinne von der auf Thn nicht ohne Einfluss bleibenden 
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Hohen weiblichen Umgebung bearbeitet, ein Umstand, dem wir 
ja wahrend der letzten fiinf Monate so viele Muhen und Kampfe 
verdankten. Also “ein wahrer Stein vom Herzen” soli, nach 
Herrn. v. Bismarcks vertraulicher Andeutung, die fragliche 
Lbsung fur seinen kbniglichen Herm sein. 

Dazu kommt noch, das die wirklich hervorragenden Verdienste 
welche sich der Kronprinz wahrend der letzten kriegerisdien 
Ereignisse erworben hat, den erlauchten Sohn dem weichen 
Herzen des koniglichen Vaters wieder doppelt theuer gemacht 
haben, und dies erhohte den Wunsch die Anlasse des gegenseitigen 
Zwiespaltes auf ihr geringstes Mass gebracht zu sehen. Bei dem 
Umstande nun, als der Kronprinz die Augustenburgischen 
Anspriiche besonders warm verfocht und auch dies einer der 
Zwistigkeitsgriinde in der koniglichen Familie war, ist es leicht 
begreiflich, wie lieb es dem Konige sein muss, gerade Angesichts 
der erhbhten Wertschatzung welche Er dem Erben Seiner Krone 
dermalen schenkt, diese Veranlassung zu Meinungsverschieden- 
heiten in Schoosse Seines Hauses entfernt zu sehen. 

Die Ausfiihrungen der hohen Depesche Nr. 2 betreffen den 
Vorschlag eines Austausches des Herzogthums Lauenburg gegen 
einen entsprechenden Theil von Schleswig, worin ein ganz ange- 
messenes Auskunftsmittel geboten ware, um dem Wunsche der 
Anhanger des Nationalitatsprincips factisch entgegenzukommen, 
ohne sich dieses selbst und die moglicher weise daraus zu ziehenden 
Folgerungen anzueignen, — und wodurch auch die fragliche Trans- 
action den Character einer Auseinandersetzung zwischen dem 
Konig von Danemark und dem neuen Herzog von Schleswig- 
Holstein erhielte statt fiir eine ebenso schwierige als bedenkliche 
Scheidung nach nationalen Gegensatzen zu gelten. Mein gestriges 
Telegram, auf die diesseitigen letzten Eroffnungen Bezug nehmend, 
enthielt die hervorragenderen Andeutungen fiber die diesfalls von 
Hn. V. Bismarck empfohlene Verhaltungsweise. 

Im principiellen Standpunkte stimmt er ganz mit den vom 
kaiserlichen Cabinet aufgestellten Grundsatzen iiberein. Den 
Vorschlag weichen mein gestriges Telegram bespricht, stellt Hr. 
V. Bismarck hauptsachlich als Negotiationsmittel hin, um eine 
fiir Deutschland giinstigere Demarcationslinie zu erlangen. Er 
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machte hierbei darauf aufmerksam, wie es der franzSsische 
Vorschlag ware, dass iiber die Frage, wer der Souveran der 
beziiglicben Lander zu sein batte, eine Volksabstimmung statt- 
fande; dies sei nicbt seine Ansicbt; die Fragestellung ware nur: 
zu Danemark oder los von Danemark. Uberdies wiirde es seiner 
Ansicbt nacb vielleicbt gar nicbt zur wirklicben Ausfiibrung der 
Abstimmung kommen, sondem die darin Hegende Drohung die 
erwiinscbte Wirkung aussem. Docb auch die Inscenesetzung 
des fraglicben Negotiationsmittek, indem es den Character einer 
blossen Informirung der Conferenz nicbt zu iiberscbreiten batte, 
wiirde in letzter Analysis mit unserem grundsatzlicben Stand- 
punkte, d. b. dem des territorialen Austauscbes zwiscben der 
Krone Danemark und Scbleswig-Holstein. in formaler Hinsicht 
in Einklang zu bringen sein. Wenn eine deiartige Votirung in 
den Herzogtbumem stattfande, so brauchte man ja nicbt die 
ausgedebnte Agitation einer AUgemeinen Abstimmung durcb 
diese Lander geben zu lassen, sondern man konnte sicb bescbrSn- 
ken vom rein deutscben und daniscben Theile die Abstimmung 
vorauszusetzen und nur in den gemiscbten Districten durcb die 
Municipien das Votum vomebmen zu lassen. 

Wie dem aber sei, diese durcb die Verbaltnisse im deutscben 
Interesse so sebr verlangte Negotiationsmodalitat wird nur dann, 
nacb Hn. v. Bismarck’s Ansicbt von dem gewunsebten Erfolge 
begleitet sein, wenn Oesterreicb aucb hierbei mit Preussen Hand 
in Hand geht oder wenigstens einem ahnlichen Vorgehen Preusens 
nicbt entgegentrete. Wie schon friiher gesagt, wiirde hierdurch 
noch keineswegs die Annahme des Abstimmungsprincips fiir eine 
dynastische Fragestellung implicirt und jedenfalls auch noch 
immer die Moglichkeit offen gelassen werden auf den in der hohen 
Depesche Nr. 2 vom 24. v. M. entwickelten Gesichtspunkt 
zuruckzukommen. 

Hinsichtbeh des hohen Erlasses Nr. 3 vom selben Tage, 
betreffend die Modalitaten des Benehmens der beiden Gross- 
maebte dem Erbprinzen von Augustenburg gegenuber, enthalt 
mpin heutiges Telegramm bereits das Wesentliche was ich in 
Erledigung dieser hohen Weisung Euerer Excellenz zu melden 
batte. 
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Karolyi to Rechberg, No. 56 A-D, Beretn, June 4, 1864. 

Herr von Bismarck hat mir vertraulich von einer Unterredung 
Kenntnis gegeben, die er dieser Tage mit dem Erbprinzen von 
Augustenburg gehabt hat. 

Dieselbe hat auf den Herrn Ministerprasidenten keine gunsti- 
gen Eindruck gemacht und seitens des Herzogs das Geprage eines 
eher pratentibsen und hochfahrenden Auftretens, jedenfalls aber 
nicht den Character irgend welcher riicksichtsvoUen Erkenntlich- 
keit fiir die beiden deutschen Grossmachte an sich getragen. 

Herr von Bismarck hat vcrsucht, Seine Hoheit zuerst von der 
Nothwendigkeit zu iiberzeugen, Sein Regiment in den Herzog- 
thiimern auf conservativen staatsrechtlichen Grundlagen zu 
beginnen, daher von der 1848" Verfassung revolutionaren 
Ursprungs zuriickzutreten. 

Weit entfernt dieser Zumuthung beizupflichten, hat der 
Erbprinz dem konigl. Ebi. Minister zu bedenken gegeben wie es 
Ihm unter den obwaltenden Verhhltnissen nicht thunlich er- 
scheinen konne, auf einer anderen als einer streng verfassungs- 
massigen Basis vor Seine Lander zu treten, eine Basis, aus der, 
da ihr die Rechtscontinuitat innewohnen miisse, das 1848“ 
Gesetz nicht von vornherein ausgemerzt werden konne. Spater 
kbnnten vielleicht auf streng constitutionellem Wege verfassungs- 
massige Verabschiedungen, Ausscheidungen einzelner Bestim- 
mungen dieser Verfassung bewerkstelligt werden; Er fande es 
aber weder dem Rechte noch der Klugheit entsprechend, dem 
Herzogthiimem gleich vom ersten Anfang an mit einer Octroyi- 
rung entgegenzutreten. 

Als der Herr Ministerprasident hierauf trachtete, dem Erb- 
prinzen begreiflich zu machen, wie wiinschenswerth es ware, aus 
Seiner Umgebung Manner zu entfemen, die, wie er Seiner Hoheit 
wohl gern zugebe, privatim vollig ehrenhaft, aber vom Stand- 
punkte ihrer politischen Wirksamkeit schadliche und gefahr- 
liche Elemente in sich schlossen und ahnliche Tendenzen 
verfolgten, so stellte dies der Herzog in Abrede und schien 
durchaus nicht geneigt irgendwelche Concessionen in dieser 
Hinsicht in Aussicht zn stellen. 
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Das Gesprach gelangte hierauf zu einem der wichtigsten 
Punkte, namlich zu der von Hn. v. Bismarck angeregten Frage 
der Zahlung der Kriegsentschadigung. 

Obwohl der Minislerprasident nicht ermangelle dem Herzoge 
auseinanderzusetzen, wie bei den Danemark zugemutheten 
bedeutenden territorialen Opfem das Allcintragcn dieser ganzen 
Last seitens des kopenhagner Hofes auch von Scitc der Neutralen 
unter keiner Bedingung zu erlangen sein wiirde, obwohl er ferner 
daran erinnerte, wic es unerhort sei, dass einen Lande welches 
entweder durch Revolution oder Krieg einc s'on demselben so 
heiss gewiinschtc selbststandige Exislenz erlangc nicht die 
Uebernahme einer bedeutenden Staaisschuldenlast zugcmuthet 
werde, gelang es ihm nicht eine zustinnnendc Erwiederung seitens 
des Prinzen hervorzurufen. Einen weiteren leisen Hinweise des 
Hn. V. Bismarck, vn'e es doch wohl bios den beidenGrossmachten 
habe gelingen kbnnen thatsachlich und militarisch Danemark in 
so rascher Weise aus den Hcrzoglhiimern zu entfcrnen, begegnete 
der Herzog ^•ielmehr mit der hbchst befrcmdcndcn Acusserung: 
“Ja aber weder ich noch meine Hcrzogthiimer haben die Herm 
Oesterreichs und Preusscns zu diesem Kricge gcrufen, also kann 
man uns auch nicht zumuthcn diesen bcidcn Machten die 
Entschadigung der ihnen hicdurch verursachten Kosten zu 
zahlen. ’ ’ 

Der Erbprinz fuhr weiter fort, auch nur jedeu Gcdanken als 
konne Er Scinen Landern einc derartige Schuldubernahme 
zumuthen zuriickzuweisen, indcin Er bemerkte, das eine solchc 
Schuld von den Herzogthiimern tibernommen werden konnte, 
wenn Er die ganzen Herzogthumer bis zur Konigsau erhicltc, 
aber “verstiinimeli” wie sie ihn nach den letzten Londoner 
Nachrichten zufallen wtirden kdnue der Anspruch auf jenc 
Leistung nicht zugestanden werden. 

Als endlich Hr. v. Bismarck, als letzten und fur Preussen 
wichtigsten Punkt, auf die Uncrlasslichkeit des Schifiahrtscanals 
und der damit in Verbindung stehenden Befestigungswerke zu 
reden kam, widcrsprach ihm zwar der Herzog nicht und gab auch 
das allgemein Wunschenswerthe einer derartigen Position zu, 
aber that durchaus nicht dergleichen, als ob es Ihm daran gelegen 



330 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


zu sein schiene, diesen Tendenzen welche die militarische und 
namentlich die maritime Stellung Preussens so wesentlich zu 
verstarken bestimmt sind, hiilfreiche Hand zu leisten. Und, was 
nach Hr. v. Bismarck fiir die dermalige Geistesrichtung des 
Erbprinzen bezeichnend ist so schien derselbe diese letztere Frage 
beniitzen zu wollen um Zwietracht zwischen Oesterreich und 
Preussen zu saen, indem Er es als fraglich darstellte, ob Oester- 
reich zu den diesfallsigen Planen Preussens wohl seine Zustim- 
mimg ertheilen wiirde. 

Der Erbprinz schloss die vorgedachte Untcrredung zwar mit 
der Aeusserimg, das Er die ernstliche Beantwortung dieser Punkte 
in Dolzig iiberlegen und mit seinem Vater berathen werde; auch 
tragt das Gesprach selbstverstandlich durchaus keinen massge- 
benden Character an sich. Aber als Abglanz der dermaligen 
Stimmung des nunmehr nach Schlesien abgereisten Fiirsteu 
diirfte dasselbe doch von bezeichnendem Interesse sein. 

KLarolyi to Rechberg, No. $6 B, Berlin, June 4, 1864. 

Ankniipfend an meinen vorhergehenden gehorsamsten Bericht 
glaube ich Eure Excellenz darauf aufmerksam machen zu sollen, 
dass nach den Aeusserungen des Herrn v. Bismarck das Berliner 
Cabinet die militarischen, maritimen und commerciellen Vortheile 
welche der Schiffsfahrtcanal, die Flottenstation und die damit 
dazusammenhangende Kiistenvertheidigungswerke Preussen 
gewahren diirften in erster Link und principiell als geniigender 
Ersatz fiir das aufgegebene Annexionsproject, und in zweiter 
Link sowie eventuelle als hinreichende Abschlagszahlung fiir die 
Kriegsentschadigung betrachten wurde. Die Frage, ob eine 
eigene grosse Bundesfestung (eventuell Rendsburg) oder bloss 
maritime Strandwerke an den beiden Eingangen des Canals 
anzulegen seien, ware eine technische Opportvmitats- und 
Geldfrage. Die Andeutungen des H. v. Bismarck lassen sonach 
darauf schliessen, dass Preussen sich mit dem erlangten Resultate, 
sowie es vorstehend dargelegte erscheint nur unter der Bedingung 
definitiv befriedigt erklaren wiirde, wenn wir ihm das alleinige 
Garnisonsrecht in alien in den Herzogthiimer gelegenen, wie 
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immer gearteten fortificatorischen Vertheidigungspositionen ein- 
geraumt wurde. Preussen ware, was Oesterreich betrifft, hier- 
gegen bereit, anstandlos einzuraumen dass nicht bloss Rastadt 
(wie H. V. Bismarck dies bereits kiirzlich dem Grafen Chotek 
angedeutete) sondem auch Ulm zu “volligen und alleinigen 
osterreichischen Festungen ’ ' gemachl wiirden. 


Chotek to Rechbeeg, Vertraulich, Berlin, Jit^e 10, 1864. 

No. 58 C Was das Ycrhallnis zu Frankreich betrifft 

so laugne er gar nicht dass in den letzten IMonaten vielfacher 
intimer Meinungsaustausch zmschen hicr und dem dortigen 
Cabinet slattgefunden habc. dass Frankreich, fiir den Fall als 
Preussen fiir die Volksabslimmung ziir Wahl des Herrschers der 
Eerzogthmer seine Zustimniung geben wiirde, fur die preussische 
Annexion sich zu erklaren bereit sci; — .ro hattc aber das Berliner 
Cabinet den Volksbefragungsgedankcn nie aufgcfasst, hatte die 
lockenden Anerbietungen zuriickgc'wicscn, ware aber nichts- 
destoweniger in fortwahrenden confidenticllcn Verkehr mit Paris 
geblieben. 

Die kbnigliche Regierung hattc diese Handlungsweise um so 
eher eingehalten Ursach gchabt, als sic aus der bishcr geflogenen 
Correspondenz wohl zu bemerken Gelegenheit hattc, wie der 
practische Sinn des Tuilerien Cabinets stets nur cine fiir Deutsch- 
land um ein Stiick Land ungunstigcrc Dcmarcationslinie von 
vornherein festgesetzt hatte, als dann hinterher durch cine etwa 
doch erfolgte Abstinummg als gerechtfertigt crscheinen ware. 
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Documents from the Austrian Archives Illustrating the 
Change of Policy in the. Second Half of May 1864. 

Afponyi to Rechberg, London, May 13, 1864, Privathriej. 

Je ne saurais appuyer avec assez d’insistance sur la prifere que 
nous Vous adressons dans notre rapport officiel, de nous munir 
par le telegraphe d ’instructions plus precises pour la seance de 
Mardi prochain. C’est dans cette seance que seront discut6es 
les questions de principe et que nous verrons s’il nous est possible 
de continuer a marcher avec la Prusse, comme nous avons tache 
de le faire jusqu’i present. Le plan de campagne imagin6 par 
le C". Bernstorff — surtout a 1 ’instigation du B™. de Beust — celui 
de se renfermer dans une attitude passive, de ne point formuler 
de propositions et de laisser venir les autres — ^ne peut fetre 
soutenu a la longue. Nous ne saurions ceder ni aux Neutres, ni 
aux Danois le droit de dieter les conditions de la paix. L ’initia- 
tive que nous avons prise dans la guerre et notre position de 
vainqueurs nous imposent 1 ’obligation de declarer nettement nos 
intentions. Je I’avais predit des le debut a nos collegues alle- 
mands, et ce n ’est que pour faire preuve de bonne volonte, pour 
ne pas nous separer d’eux, conformement a nos instructions, que 
nous avons consenti a partager le role equivoque et embarrassant 
qu’ils ont joue dans la seance d’hier, ou press6 de toutes parts sur 
la solution ^ proposer, le C*' Bernstorff n’a repondu que par des 
negations a I’egard du traits de Londres et par des recriminations 
sur la mauvaise foi des Danois et a fait table rase de toute 
obligation et de tout traite anterieur a la guerre. Ce syst^me 
pouvait suffire a remplir vme seance, mais il ne peut evidemment 
^tre continue; il a eu en outre le grave inconvenient de trahir une 
situation embarrassee, 1 ’absence d’un plan concerte entre les 
Allies, et des arriere-pensees qu’on n’ose pas encore avouer. 
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n devient chaque jour plus evident que les P. P. prussiens 
cherchent a eluder le programme de 1 ’union personnelle combine 
entre Vienne et Berlin el qui forme la base de nos instructions 
tandis que dans celles de nos collegues de Prusse ce programme 
n ’est envisage que comme une des solutions possible et pour ainsi 
dire, comme un pis-aller. L ’arriere-pensee d’un protectorat 
prussien sous le P"' d ’Augustenburg ou d’une annexion pure et 
simple des Duches. telle qu'elle est formulec dans la manifeste 
du pani Ultra -Consen’aleur prussien. devient de plus en plus 
transparente et se trouve naturellement encouragee par M. de 
Beust qui ne cesse de declarer qu’il se verrait oblige de protester 
solenneliemenl centre toute solution basee sur le traitc de Londres 
et n ‘assurant pas 1 ’entiere separation des Duch6s avec le Dane- 
marc. 

Dans cet etat de choses le moment me semblc vonu pour nous 
de prendre coulcur. Si nous n’avons pas rintenlion d’aller 
jusqu'au bout avec les Prussiens. il faudrail pouvoir leur dire 
quelle sera 1 ’extreme limitc jusqu 'a laquellc nous pourrons mar- 
cher ensemble. Mr. de Bemstorff nous insinue loujours que Ic 
langage qu’il est charge de tenir est conccrle avec le Cabinet 
Imp‘ sans que nous puissions jamais lui prouver le contraire. 
Des instructions precises que nous pourrions invoquer seraient 
certainement de nature a ramcner notre rollegue a une altitude 
plus correcte et plus conforme a ce qui a ele convenu entre les 
deux Cours. Jusqu ’a present, nous ne nous sommes pas cru 
autorises a aller au del a de I'union personnelle, et sur ce terrain 
je pense que les Puissances neutres el mcme le Dancmarc ac- 
cepteraient la discussion. Cette limite une fois franchie, je 
crains que nous ne tombions dans ] 'inconnu et les aventures ct 
je crois qu'il ne faudrait en tout cas risquer cette chance que si le 
Drinemarc refusait obstineraent 1 'Union personnelle. Dans ce 
cas, la recherche de nouvelles combinaisons, en dehors du principe 
de I'integrite. serait justifiee de notre part, et on nc pourrait nous 
accuser de ne pas avoir fait notre possible pour faire honneur a 
notre signature au bas du Iraite de 1852. 

Le plus urgent pour les P. P. Autrichiens, e'est de rccevoir le 
mot d’ordre pour la seance de Mardi et de savoir si — dans le cas 



334 


SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 


ou nous ne r 4 ussirions pas a decider le C*' Bemstorff a formuler 
avec nous le programme de 1 ’union personnelle — ^nous devons le 
presenter pour notre propre compte, ou bien nous associer a un 
programme base sur d’autres combinaisons. Je prie Votre 
Excellence de considerer que notre responsabilit6 est grande et le 
moment tres urgent, car il agira peut-^tre de choisir entre le 
maintien des principes qui nous ont guide jusqu’a present dans 
cette question, et une s6paration possible avec la Prusse qui — 
personne n’en doute id — ^poursuit des plans qu’il ne peut etre 
de notre inter et de soutenir. Comme nos intentions sont loyales 
et desinteressees et que nous pouvons les avouer hautement, je 
ne vois pas pourquoi nous nous mettrions dans la fausse position 
de ceux qui ne peuvent probablement pas en dire autant. 

J’ai laiss6 jusqu’a present la parole au Comte Bemstorff, 
quoique ce soit aux P. P. autrichiens que Lord Russell s’adresse 
toujours cn premier. Mais j ’ignore qu’il convient a Votre Excel- 
lence que nous continuions ce r 61 e secondaire et passif qui nous 
fait parfois endosser des paroles que nous n’aurions ose dire de 
notre propre crii. Cette position pourrait devenir tr^s embar- 
rassante et c’est pourquoi j’ose insister sur vos ordres, nous 
trajant plus clairement notre conduite. — Vous aurez vu, mon 
cher Comte, comment on a travesti id le combat naval du lo de 
ce mois en une “Great Danish naval victory!’’ La verit6 
commence a se faire jour et la relation contenue dans le “Times” 
d’aujourd’hui forme une exception aussi rare qu ’honorable a 
I’esprit partial et hostile qu’anime la presse anglaise. 

Je ne saurais terminer cette lettre sans Vous dire quel point 
M. de Biegeleben, par son caractere calme et conciliant et par ses 
connaissances approfondis a su se concilier I’estime et la confiance 
de tous les membres de la conference. II a acquis parmi eux une 
veritable autorite et de nombreuses sympathies. 

Apponyi and Biegeleben to Rechberg, London, May 19, 
1864. Reseroirt. 

No. 50 C. Eine strong vertrauliche Unterredung, welche Herr 
von Biegeleben kurz vor der Sitzung vom 17 d. mit Lord Claren- 
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don hatte, tnig nidit wenig dazu bei, uns in der in dem vorherge- 
henden gehorsamen Berichte dargelegten Auffassung der Sachlage 
zu beslarken. 

Dass es nicbt moglich sei, die Herzogthiimer unter irgend- 
welchen Bedingungcii dutch einer in London abzuschliesscndcn 
Vertrage ohne Weilerct dem Konig Christian IX. zu iibergeben, 
stand zu augenscheinlich fe»t. aL dass -wdr nicht hatten wiinschen 
miissen, iiber die intent ionen der englischen Regierung angesichts 
dieser oflenbaren Unmoglichkeil ins Klare zu kommen. Gab es 
uberhaupt noch ein ilittel die Trennung der Herzogthiimer von 
Danemark vorzubeugen, so bestand dieses klittel in dem Vorbe- 
halt eines Rechi sverfahrt ns oder eincs Schieds-Spruches in der 
Successionsfrage, mid es -os-ar uiis daran gtlegen zu erfahren, in 
■wie feme v-ir fur einer solchen zuar dilalorisch wirkenden aber 
immtrhin die Mogiichkeit einer ciinscrvath en Losung in sich 
schliessendcii Vorbchalt, auf das \Listandniss und die Billigung 
der englischen Maaismanner zahkn komten 

Herr von Biegekben sagte dahei dem Gratcn t'larendon, dass 
wenn die deutschen Machte in dii beutigen Sitzung den Gedan- 
ken der Personal-Union nicht anders ah mil dem Xoibchaltc der 
Erledigung des Rcchl spunktes zuUssen vurden. dies von Seite 
Oesteixeichb in der aufrichtlgen Ab'-icht gcbch(hc die Wiederan- 
kniipfung des zerrissenen Bandes zwischen Danemark und den 
Herzogthumem moglich zu cihalten und den Uinfluss Frankreichs 
und der von dieser hlacht vertretenen gcfahrlichen Prinzipien 
von der Losung der Frage km zu halten Jenes Vorbehalt habe 
zwar den Nachthei! den endlichen Abschluss hinauszuschiebcn, 
aber er verhindere eben daduich fur jetzt einen Ausgang don fiir 
England so wenig wie fur Oesterreich angcnchm scin konne, und 
es sei keineswegs ausgemacht, dass nicht ein wesentlicher Um- 
schlag in der ganzen Lage der Angelcgenheit hervorgcbracht 
■wiirde, wenn die verschiedcuen Pratendenten auf die Lander der 
danischen Monarchic in dem FaU gesetzt wiirden, in einem 
regehnassigen V erfahren ihre Xitel vorzulegen. 

Lord Clarendon ausserle hierauf in den lebhaftesten Aus- 
driicken sein Bedauem iibcr den ganzen Gang dieser Sache, und 
suchte darzuthun, dass Oesterreich, welches er nur mit Schinerz 



336 SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN QUESTION 

von Preussen gewissermassen hingezogen erblicke, entweder mit 
Danemark oder mit der deutschen Bewegung gehen und es nicht 
zu der jetzigen Verwickelung hatte kommen konnen lassen soUen. 
Es war leicht dies zu widerlegen und die Schuld auf England 
zuriickzuwalzen. In dem Wunsch, den monarchischen Grund- 
satzen keine neue Niederlage und den Nationalitats-Tendenzen 
keine neuen Triumpf zu bereiten, stimmte Lord Clarendon 
voUstandig ein, und berief sich darauf, dass er in Paris den Kaiser 
Napoleon bewogen babe, dass allgemeine Stimmrecht als Mittel 
der Losung wenigstens nicht in die erste Linie zu stellen. Dann 
aber fuhr er fort ungefahr wie folgt: 

‘ ‘ Es sei einmal Thatsache, dass die Bevblkerung der Herzog- 
thiimer nicht anders als mit Zwang wieder unter einem danischen 
Landesherm gestellt werden konne. Wer solle diesen Zwang 
anwenden? England woUe nur dieser Sache willen keinen Krieg 
filhren, und wer seine Macht nicht anwenden wolle, der habe im 
Grund keine Macht. Anderseits wiirde es fvir die britische 
Regierung und Nation bei der Stimmung, welche gegen Preussen 
herrsche, geradezu schmachvoll sein, wenn das ende der Verwick- 
lung in eine Annexion der Herzogthiimer an Preussen bestiinde. 
Ganz England wiirde lieber das linke Rheinufer, wenn nur 
Belgien unangetastet bliebe, an Napoleon fallen sehen, als 
Schleswig-Holstein an Preussen. Die Personal-Union endlich, 
sei keine richtige Losung. Er imd seine CoUegen hatten daher zu 
keinem anderen Resultate gelangen konnen, als dass man sich 
des Anspruches der Familie Augustenburg bedienen mtisse, um 
aus Holstein und einen Theil von Schleswig einen eigenen Staat 
zu bilden, und dem Rest von Danemark die Moglichkeit einer 
unangefochtcnen National-Existenz zu erhalten. ” 

Dieses waren die mit voller Bestimmtheit ausgesprochenen 
Ansichten des englischen Ministers, und wenn auch Lord Claren- 
don die Wichtigkeit der mbglichen Folgen voUkommen zugab, 
und versprach, dass er sich iiberlegen wolle, ob die englische 
Regierung sich auf die Idee einer Suspension der dynastischen 
Frage einlassen konne, so geschah diess doch in sehr zweifelnder 
und auf ein negatives Resultat vorbereitender Weise, und der 
Verlauf der gleich nachher stattgehabten Conferenz-Sitzung war 
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nicht gccignct, ihn in den bereits friiher gewonnenen Anschauun- 
gen zu erschiittem. 

Apponyi to Rechberg, London, May 19, 1864. Privaibrief. 

Quoique nos rapports offidels exposeront k Votre Excellence la 
situation actueUe, telle qu’eUe r&ulte de la seance d’avant-hier 
et des circonstances qui Pont pr&edee et accompagn6e, je me 
permettrai cependant, quitte it tomber dans des redites, d’accom- 
pagner ces rapports de quelques reflexions d ’appreciations 
personnelles pour laqueUe je r6clame toute Votre indulgence. 

Notre position a la Conference devient de jour en jour plus 
difficile; nous sommes entierement isoles. Personne ne veut de 
notre programme de 1 ’union personnelle. Les Danois le rejettent 
comme inadmissable, les Duches comme insuffisant; les Neutres 
le considSrent comme une solution incomplete et impracticable; 
Beust, en pleine s6ance, le declare inacceptable pour I’AUemagne 
et la Prusse ne cache pas ses repugnances et fait son possible pour 
s’y soustraire. Lord Clarendon lui-meme s’attendait i ce que le 
programme d’une separation complete serait formula par les 
Plenipotentiaires allemands, Je pense que cette combinaison, 
si on laissait au Danemarc le Nord du Schleswig, serait plus 
avantageuse a ce Royaume, que celle, que nous proposons. Les 
Plenipotentiaires danois semblent partager cette opinion. 

C’est la, en effet, la solution qui a le plus de chances d’etre 
accept6e; la Notre, je regrette de le dire, n’en a aucune. La 
derniere seance et la conversation que M. de Biegeleben a eue peu 
d’heures auparavant avec Lord Clarendon, ne me laisse aucune 
illusion k cet 6gard. 

H est sflr que si nous ne donnons au Roi Chretien que Hire 
nominde d’une Souverainet6, qu’il n’exercerait plus en reality 
puisque les Duch& jouiraient d’une entiere independance, et si 
en outre nous faisons dependre ce simple titre d’un verdict futur 
et tres problematique et renvoyons ainsi aux Calends grecques 
la solution definitive de la question dynastique,— nous faisons k 
ce Souverain un bien mince cadeau et I’on ne saurait s etonner 
s’il hfisite k 1 ’accepter et s’il prfif^e perdre les provinces qui ne 
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lui appartiendraient plus que dfi nom, plutdt que de laisser son 
droit en suspens et son territoire occupe par I’ennemi pendant un 
temps indetermine. Mdme le Baron de Brunnow, dans sa 
declaration ecrite et soigneusement redigee d’avance, n’a plus 
prononce le mot d’integrite, qui avait 6te jusqu’icisoncheval de 
bataille. Quant a la France, on sait qu’elleprefererait,etpour 
cause, une solution radicale. Si done I’Angleterre, la Russie et la 
France semblent disposees i abandonner le terrain du trait6 de 
Londres, si la Prusse dechire ce traite et si la Confederation le 
renie, pourquoi resterions nous seuls a le maintenir, mSme envers 
le Danemarc qui repousse nos propositions concUiantes et leur 
prefere la cession d’une partie de son territoire? 

Je crains que dans ces circonstances un changement de front 
ne soit devenu pour nous une necessite inevitable. Plus nous le 
retarderons et plus nous augmenterons les chances de la Prusse, 
car ses velleites d ’annexion et ses intrigues dans les Duch6s ne 
sont plus un secret pour personne. Je crois mSme que la crainte 
de ce danger est pour beaucoup dans le notable modification qui 
s’est op6ree dans 1 ’attitude des Puissances neutres. Ce qu’elles 
demandent, et ce qui doit Stre aussi notre but, e’est une pacifica- 
tion solide et durable, et elles ne trouvent ni I’une ni 1 ’autre dans 
1 ’union personnelle, telle que nous I’entendons, et surtout dans 
les reserves de droit que nous faisons et qui condamneraient 
d’avance I’oeuvre de la Conference a une sterilite complete. 
Comment, quand et par qui cette question de droit serait-elle 
decidee; trouverait-on en Allemagne une autorite, un tribunal, 
un Ar6opage quelconque qui oserait trancher cette question en 
faveur du Roi de Danemarc; n’est-elle pas jugee d’avance par 
I’arrSt passion6e et irreflechee peut-6tre mais unanime de toute la 
nation; — est-il politique et sage de nous 6puiser en efforts im- 
puissants en faveur d’une combinaison que tout le monde 
abandonne, que les Duch6s et 1 ’Allemagne entiere repoussent et 
de laisser a nos rivaux seuls tous les avantages d ’un triomphe et 
d’une popularite que nous avions pour but de partager et de 
contr61er en nous embarquant avec eux dans cette malencontreuse 
affaire? Je laisse a la sagesse du Gouvemement Imperial de 
resoudre ces problemes qui me paraissent m6riter de fixer sa plus 
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s 6 rieuse attention. Tant que j ’ai pu croire notre solution possible, 
tant que sa moderation meme me semblait devoir lui assurer de 
1 ’appui et des defenseurs, je 1 ’ai soutenue S. outrance, au risque 
meme de me brouiller avec nos soi-disants amis; mais je crois 
maintenant que notre partie est perdue et qu’il faut la recom- 
mencer avec de nouvelles cartes. II s’agira de nous mettre le 
moins possible en desaccord avec nos principes et nos antecedents, 
mais il faudra bien, bon gre mal gre cn sacrifier quelque chose. II 
deviendra peut-ctre impossible de convoquer Ics Etats des Duch 6 s 
et de les consulter; mais on pourra eviter par la Ic suffrage popu- 
laire sous une forme trop democratique. D 'ailleurs la theorie 
de 1 ’Union personnelle etait pour nous, dans son application a la 
Hongrie, une doctrine presqu’aussi dangereuse, et celle-lS. du 
moins se trouverait ecart^e. 

n y a un fait sur lequel je ne saurais assez insister, c ‘est 1 ’accord 
parfait et de plus en plus intime dans lequel travaillent les 
Plenipotentiaires prussiens avec M. de Beust. Tout cn diff^rant 
peut-Stre dans leurs arri^re-pens 6 cs, ils s’entr 'aident pour arriver 
au meme but, la separation des Duch 6 s d’avec le Danemarc. 
On ne saurait contester le succes dc leurs efforts. Ils sont 
parvenus h dSblayer le terrain, a decourager rAnglcterre et la 
Russie et a gagner la France. Quoique le Prince dc la Tour 
d ’Auvergne defende encore pour la forme le Traile de Londres 
parcequ'il le croit devenu impossible, il agit sous main avec 
Beust que les Prussiens mettent en avanl. On m 'assure que 
Beust, profitant des loisirs que lui laisse 1 'ajournement de la 
Conference au 28 ., part demain pour Paris et qu'il verra I’Ein- 
pereur. Son activite et son savoir-faire rendent ce voyage 
important dans les circonstances actuelles et le Prince Metternich 
fera bien de surveiller ses intrigues. 

Je ne me dissimule pas que le payement des frais de guerre — 
que nous ne pourrions plus reclamer du Danemarc s’il 6 tait 
condamne a perdre le Holstein et une partie de Schleswig, — est 
un argument puissant a nos yeux, comme pouvant nous faire 
hesiter a renoncer ^ 1 ’union personnelle. Mais le Baron de Beust 
nous a deja fait entendre que si la separation complete venait 
d’etre prononcee, les Duch 6 s et I’AIlemagne toute entiere seraient 
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trop heureux de se charger de la liquidation dc ces reclamations, 
y compris celles qui remontant h I’ann^e 1852. Je crois presque 
pouvoir afl&rmer que pour le moment du moins la paix sera 
maintenue. On m ’assure que si les Duches etaient constitues en 
Etat independant faisant partie de la Confederation Germanique, 
la France n’y mettrait aucun obstacle et qu’elle ne demandrait 
des compensations que s’il s’agissait d’une annexion ^ la Prusse. 
Dans ce cas meme une rectification de frontiferes ou un echange 
de territoire s’operait probablement d’un commun accord et 
d’une maniere pacifique, sans opposition serieuse de la part de 
1 ’Angletcrre, car plus 1 ’Empereur Napoleon sera exigeant vis-S,-vis 
de la Cour de Berlin sous le rapport des compensations, plus 
I’Angleterre y applaudira, tant est grande la haine de ce pays 
contre la Prusse et sa poKtique. Quant a defendre I’integrite du 
Danemarc, I’Angleterre n’y songe plus, voyant bien qu’eUe 
resterait seule a tenter cette entreprise. Le Parlement pourra 
s’emouvoir, le Cabinet pourra etre menace ou meme renversS, 
mais les successeurs de Lord Palmerston ne seront guere plus 
disposes que lui faire la guerre pour im intdret aussi indirect et 
eioigne. L ’attitude recente des Pienipotentiaires, anglais donne 
la mesure de ce que le Cabinet de Copenhague peut attendre de 
I’appui efi&cace de la Grande Bretagne. Reste la Russie qui se 
bornera e, des reserves steriles de ses droits de succession. 

Je me permetlrai de terminer par deux considerations qui me 
paraissent militer en faveur d’une prompte modification de notre 
attitude. La premiere c’est que les retards profiteront aux 
intrigues et a la propaganda de la Prusse et que si pour le present 
on peut encore compter sur ce que les Etats des Duchfe se 
prononceront contre une annexion prussienne, on ne pourra 
peut-gtre plus en 6tre aussi assure dans quelques mois. La 
seconde, c’est que les Etats du Midi de I’AUemagne dont nous 
avons le plus besoin dans la question douaniere, sont pr6cis6ment 
ceux qui se sont prononces de la maniere la plus absolue dans ceUe 
des Duches. En leur donnant satisfaction sous ce dernier rapport, 
nous raffermirions leur sympathie et leur concours dans la 
question commerciale. 

Quelque soient les ordres que Votre Excellence jugera propos 
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de nous transmettre, je La prie de nous les faire pan^enir en 
temps utile pour ies exdcuter dans la Conference du 28. etpoury 
preparer nos coUegues. 

Biegeleben to Rechberg, London, Ma.y 19, 1864. Privai- 
brief. 

So lange als irgend moglich und mit aller Rraft der Ueberzeu- 
gung habe ich bier unseren seitherigen Standpunkt vertheidigt; 
aber die D^en selbst lassen ibre Monarcbie im Sticb, die Neu- 
tralen unterstutzen uns nicbt, die Preussen bestellen sich 
die Vorscblage, die sie sicb nicbt unmittelbar in Wien anzubringen 
getrauen. bei den Englandem und Franzosen, und B°” Beust hat 
so ungimstig als mdglicb gewirkt. Ich kann nicbt laugnen, dass 
mix die letzte Conferenzsitzung als der Wendepunkt erscbeint, 
tiber -welcben hinaus -wir unsere seitberige Richlung nicbt weiter 
verfolgen konnen. 

Mdgbcb ist alierdings, dass Danemark den Rrieg ■w'icder 
anfangt. oder dass die Unterhandlungen sicb an der Sch'wierigkeit, 
eine Granze in Scbles-wig zu finden. zerscblagen. Wenn aber 
kerner dieser beiden nicbt sc-hr wahrscheinlicben Falle eintritt, 
so stebt jetzt unveimeidlicb die Phase der Verbandlung bevor, 
wo es daraufkommt, uber Holstein und einen Thcil von Schleswig 
zu disponiren. 

SoUen wir in dieser Vorau^etzung unsere Opposition gegen 
den August enburgischen Pratendenten fortselzcn auf die Gefabr 
bin, dass wenn wir den Preussen bebulflich waren, diesen Ans- 
pruch zu beseitigen, zuletzt nichts Andres als die Annexion an 
Preussen iibrigbbebe? Diese Frage ware wohl nur dann zu 
bejaben, wenn uns eine Compensation, und zwar in Deutschland 
geboten werden konnte. wozu nirgends eine Au^sicht vorhanden 
ist. Icb muss mir also jetzt wohl als moglich denken. dass man 
sich iiberzeugen miisste, der Augustenburgischen Dynastie nicbt 
mehr entgeben zu konnen. Fur diesen Fall sei cs mir erlaubt. die 
Meinung auszudriicken, dass diese Wendung mit einem ge^vissen 
Glanz und nicbt in einer Art. als ob Oesterreich nur willenlos 
hingerissen worden ware, zu vollziehen und dadurch die Stim- 
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mung fiir uns zuriickgewinnen ware. Eine ostensible Depesche 
nach Berlin, worin gesagt wiirde, dass Oesterreicb gerechter 
Bedenken getragen babe, von einem feierlicben europaischen 
Vertrage zuriickzutreten, dass auch die das Erbrecht der Linie 
Augustenburg der Kais. Regierung nicht zweifellos erwiesen sei; 
— dass aber jetzt, nacbdem Danemark selbst jede die Fortdauer 
des Verbandes mit den Herzogtbiimern ermbglicbende Losung 
zuriickgewiesen babe, der Augenblick gekommen sei, wo die 
deulscben Macbte denWiinscben der Herzogtbiimer und Deutscb- 
lands gemass, durcb das Recbt des Siegers erganzen sollte, 
was etwa den Anspriicbe des Prinzen von Augustenburg feblen 
miisste, eine solcbe Depescbe recbtzeitig erlassen wiirde die 
Annexion an Preussen unmoglicb macben, in Deutschland gut 
wirken und docb aucb die conservativen Principien nocb einiger- 
massen wabren. 

Erscbeint Eurer Excellenz dieser Vorscblag unricbtig oder gar 
indiscret, so bitte icb ibn mir aus dem Grunde zugut zu balten, 
weil icb damit nur gleicbsam mecbaniscb meiner Gewobnheit 
folge, Eurer Excellenz Referent zu sein. 

Rechberg to Karolyi, May 24, 1864. Draft, No. i. 

Unsere neuesten Nacbricbten aus London lassen keinem 
Zweifel mebr dariiber Raum, dass die Verbandlungen der Con- 
ferenz an einem entscbeidenden Wendepimkt angelangt sind. 

Von Anbeginn des daniscben Streites bestrebt stets im engsten 
Einvernebmen mit Preussen zu wirken, baben wir, als die Haltung 
des Bundestags die beiden Macbte notbigte, die Sacbe in ibre 
eigene Hand zu nebmen, uns sofort zur Pflicbt gemacbt, mit dem 
Berliner Cabinet diejenigen Gnmdsatze zu vereinbaren, welcbe 
sowobl unser gemeinsames Vorgeben bedingen als den Zweck 
unseres Handelns feststellen sollten. Mit Riicksicbt auf den 
europaiscben Character, den die danische Frage durcb den Tod 
Friedrich VII. angenommen hatte, konnte natiirlich nur der 
Londoner Vertrag vom 8. Mai 1852, zu welchem Oesterreicb und 
Preussen in Gemeinschaft mit den anderen europaischen Machten 
mitgewirkt batten, den Ausgangspunkt bilden, welcber der 
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Verstandigung zwischen den beiden deutschen Hofen zum 
Grunde gelegt wurde. Wir haben diese Basis wahrend des 
Krieges wie nicht minder bei den seitherigen Verhandlungen der 
Conferenz mit jener Gewissenhaftigkeit festgehalten, welche uns 
jederzcit hinsichtlich dor Beobachtung eingegangener Vertrage 
zur Richtschnur dient. Wir haben um so mehr gerechtes Beden- 
ken zu tragen, von einem feierlichen europaischen Vertrage 
zuriickzutreten, als das von fast alien unseren deutschen Bun- 
desgenossen anerkannte Erbrecht des Augustenburg’schen Hauses 
uns nicht zweifellos erschicn. 

Nachdem man aber nunmehr, wie aus den Berichten unserer 
Bevollmachtigten in London hervorgcht, demnachst darauf 
gefasst sein muss, dass Danemark selbst jede die Fortdauer des 
Verbandes mit den Herzogthiimern ermoglichende Losung 
zuriickweise, so scheint uns jetzt der Augenblick gekommen, wo 
die deutschen Machte, den Wiinschen der Herzogthiimer und 
Deutschlands gemass, dutch das Recht des Siegers erganzen 
sollten, was etwa den Anspriichen des Herzogs von Augustenburg 
fehlen mochte. 

Die konigl. preussische Regierung kennt die Grundsatze, welche 
uns leiten, zu gut, als dass wir zu betheuem nothig hatten, dass 
wir einen Standpunkt, der auf der Heilighaltung der Vertrage 
beruht, nidit aufgeben viirden, wenn ihn nicht die hierbei 
zunachst betheiligte Macht, wie sich neuerlich herausstellt, selbst 
zu verlassen bereit ware. Es blcibt uns hiernach nichts anderes 
zu thun iibrig, als unter den verschiedcncn Combinationen, 
welche im Falle einer Lostreimung der Herzogthiimer von 
Danemark sich darbieten, derjenigen uns anzuschliessen, welche, 
indem sie die Wunsche und Anspriiche Deutschlands erfullt, 
zugleich am wenigsten geeignet schcint, eine Unterbrechung des 
europaischen Friedens zu veranlassen, dessen ungetriibte Erhal- 
timg wir unter unseren Interessen obenan stellen. 

Indem sonach die Nothwendigkeit an uns herantritt, uns zu 
einem Schritte zu entschliessen, der einen neuen Abschnitt in 
unserer Politik bezeichnet, miissen wir vor allem wiinschen, dabei 
in voUem Einverstandnis mit Preussen zu handeln, von der 
Ueberzeugung ausgehend, dass der Erfolg, der unser treues 
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Zusammenwirken im Felde lohnte, unter gleicher Voraussetzung 
uns audi auf dem Gebiete der Verhandlungen nicht entgehen 
konne. Ich beeile mich daber, um das kgl. Cabinet in genaue 
Kenntnis von unserer gegenwartigen Auffassung zu setzen, Ew. 
hierneben eine Abschrift der neuen Instructionen zu ubermitteln, 
welche ich auf Befehl S. M. des Kaisers u. a. H. an unsere Bevoll- 
machtigten in London eventuell zu richten im Begriffe stehe. 

Wir sind uberzeugt, dass die kgl. preussische Regierung nicht 
weniger als wir die ernsten Gefahren wiirdigt und darum zu 
vermeiden strebt, die jede Territorialveranderung herbeifiihren 
miisste, welche eine Umgestaltung des bestehenden Gleichgewich- 
tes der Grossmachte zur Folge hatte. Aus diesem Grunde miiss- 
ten wir uns aufs Entschiedenste gegen eine Losung aussprechen, 
die uns ohne alien Zweifel in die bedrohlichsten Verwicklungen 
stiirzen wiirde, ohne uns dafiir irgend einen anderweitigen 
zureichenden Ersatz zu sichern. 

Wir waren schon ofters in der Lage, die kgl. preussische 
Regierung auf die Bedenken aufmerksam zu machen, die jedes 
Zugestandnis an das Nationalitatsprinzip, wie es von franzosischer 
Seite vorangestellt wird, oder die damit zusanunenhangende 
Entscheidung der Frage mittelst einer allgemeinen Volksabstim- 
mimg in seinen weiteren Folgen erregen muss. Eine Befiirwor- 
tung der Augustenburg’schen Souveranitat scheint uns hingegen 
auch darum sich zu empfehlen, weil bei der diesfalls sattsam 
verlautbarten Meinung der Herzogthiimer eine weitere Befragung 
der dortigen Bevdlkerung als ganzlich uberfliissig sich herausstellt 
und die Thatigkeit der Stande, deren Einberufung nach vollen- 
detem Werke zu London wir fiir nothwendig erachten, sich von 
selbst auf einen einstimmigen Huldigungsact beschranken diirfte. 

Wir schmeicheln uns mit der zuversichtlichen Erwartung dass 
das konigl. preussische Cabinet, dem ohne Zweifel gleichartige 
Berichte iiber die Sachlage in London zugekommen sind, zu 
ahnlichen Schliissen gelangt ist, wie wir sie im Vorhergehenden 
kurz zu entwickeln versuchten. Indem wir wie immer das grosste 
Gewicht darauf legen, iiber den wiinschenswerten Einklang 
beruhigt zu werden, der sich durch den Gang der Verhaltnisse in 
der beiderseitigen Auffassung gebildet hat, hoffen wir, dass 
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derselbe demnachst in dem iibereinstimmenden Auftreten der 
betreffenden Bevollmachtigten in London seinen Ausdruck 
finden wird. 

Ich ersuche Ew. den gegcnwartigen Erlass nebst Beilage dem 
konigl. Hr. Minister-Prasidenten vertraulich mitzutheilen und 
mix iiber dessen diesfallige Aeusserungen ungesaumt Bericht zu 
erstatten. 

N. B. Mit Depesche vom 24 Mai 1864 Nr. 2 nach London 
mitgetbeilt und mit jener vom 24 Mai 1864 Nr. i nach Paris und 
mit jener vom 25. und 26. Mai 1864 dem Baron Kiibeck und 
nach Miinchen und mit Circulare vom 28. Mai 1S64 den iibrigen 
k. Gesandtschaften sowie dem Gf. Revert era. 

Rechberg to K-^vrolyi, May 24, 1S64. Draet No. 2. 

Indem Ew. aus meinem vorhergehenden Erlasse im allgemeinen 
die wichtigsten Entschliisse entnchmcn werden, bei denen wir 
durch den Gang der Londoner Verhandlungcn angelangt sind, 
bietet mir Ihr Bericht Nr. 51 A. vom 20. d. M. einen ’willkommen- 
en Anlass dar, auf einige damit zusammenhangende Punkte nahcr 
einzugehen. 

Da wir Werth darauf legen nach aufgebcn des Londoner 
Vertrags von 1852 durch Befurw'ortung der Anspriiche des Prin- 
zen von Augustenburg weder einen Rcchlsboden zu gewinnen. 
welcher eine Entscheidung nach blossen Nalionalitatsprincipien 
zu vermeiden geeignet ware, so halten wir es auch fiir zweckmassig, 
dass die Anerkennung des ebenerwahnten Erbrechtes im Prindp 
auf das gesammte Gebiet der Herzogthiimer Schleswig und 
Holstein ausgedehnt werden sollte. Nachdem wir aber darauf- 
gefasst sein mussen von andercr Seile nachdriicklich die Forde- 
nmg geltend gemacht zu sehen, dass die dem danischen Stamme 
angehorigen Bewohner des nordlichen Schleswig unmdglich unler 
deutscher Oberhoheit bleiben und dem Bunde einvcrleibt werden 
konnten, so scheint uns in dem in Ihrera gedachten Bcrichte 
erwahnten Vorschlag eines Austausches des Herzogthumes 
Lauenburg gegen einen entsprechenden Theil von Schleswig ein 
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ganz angemessenes Auskunftsmittel geboten, um dem Wunsche 
der Anhanger des Nationalitatsprincips factisch entgegen zu 
kommen, ohne sich dieses selbst und die moglicher Weise daraus 
zu ziehenden Folgerungen anzueignen. Es wird daher unter 
dieser Voraussetzung geniigen eine geographische Linie zu 
ermitteln, weldie eine billige Compensation der beiden Objecte 
bezweckt, jedoch miisste unseres Erachtens einem soldien 
Ausgleiche die Anerkennung der Augustenburg’schen Souver- 
anitat vorbergehen, weil dann die fragliche Transaction den 
Character einer Auseinandersetzung zwischen dem Konige von 
Danemark und dem neuen Herzog von Schleswig-Holstein 
erhielte, statt fiir eine ebenso schwierige als bedenkliche Scheidung 
nach nationalen Gegensatzen zu gelten. 

Sollte von der Conferenz eine Lostrennung der Herzogthiimer 
von Danemark und die Errichtung eines selbstandigen Schleswig- 
Holstein als Glied des deutschen Bundes beschlossen werden, so 
diirfte nach unserem Dafiirhalten auch die Nothwendigkeit 
hinwegfallen die Griindung einer Bundesfestung auf dortigem 
Gebiete unter die Bedingungen des Friedens mit Danemark 
ausdriicklich aufzunehmen. Es wiirde sich dieser Punkt dann 
besser dafur eignen in die Modalitaten einbegriffen zu werden 
unter welchen der Bund sich dem neuen Souveran gegeniiber zu 
dessen Aufnahme unter die Bundesglieder bereit erklart. 

Ein Gegenstand der fur uns von grosster Wichtigkeit ist, 
betrifit die Oesterreich gebiihrende Geldentschadigung, welche 
sich bekanntlich theils auf die vorlangst beim Bunde angemelde- 
ten Kosten der Execution in Holstein vom J. 1851-1852 theils 
auf die in dem jetzigen Kriege erwachsenen Ausgaben bezieht. 

Wenn die Conferenz Danemark dazu nothigen sollte, in eine 
Abtretung der Herzogthiimer einzuwilligen, so ist vorauszusehen, 
dass die kriegfiihrenden deutschen Machte nicht werden durch- 
setzen konnen, der so bedeutend geschmalerten danischen 
Monarchie auch noch diese Last aufzubiirden. Es scheint uns 
auch aufrichtig gestanden nicht mehr als biUig, dass die Lasten 
der Befreiung von demjenigen Theile getragen werden, dem sie 
zu Gute kommen und sind wir daher der Ansicht, dass der 
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entsprechende Ersatz unserer militarischen Auslagen von dem 
neuen schleswig-holsteinischen Staate zu ubemehmen ware. 

Hinsichtlich einer mehr als einmonallichen Verlangening der 
bestehenden Waffenruhe tretcn wir den betreffenden Ansichten 
der kgl. preuss. Regierung vollkoimnen bci und warden unsere 
Bevollmachtigten in London anweisen, sicb diesfalls der von 
ibren preuss. Collegen zu stellenden Forderung in der nachsten 
Sitzung anzuschlicssen. 

Ew. wollen den gegenwartigen Erlass vertraulich zur Kenntnis 
des Herm Ministerprasldenten bringen, der daraus entnehmcn 
wird, wie sehr unsere eigenen Anschauungen mit den seinigen in 
den limen gegeniiber beriihrtcn Punkten tibercmstiinmen. Es 
wiirde uns besondere Befriedigung gewahren, wenn auch die 
ubrigen vorgehends entwickclten Bemerkungen wie wir hoffen 
diirfen, die Zustimmung Herm von Bismarck's linden werden 
woriiber wir Direr baldigen Berichterstattung entgegcnsehen. 

N. B. Mit Depesche vom 24. Mai 1864 Nr. 2 nach London 
mitgetheilt und mit jener vom 24. Mai Mr. i nach Paris. 

Rechberg to Karolyi, May 24, 1864. PostScript ad Nr. 2 . 

Ich war gestern eben auf dem Punktc die bciden vorhcrgehen- 
den Erlasse iiber die Londoner Conferenzen an Ew. abgehen zu 
lassen, als mir Frh. von Werther eine Depesche seiner Regierung 
vom 21. d. M. mittheilte, die denselben Gegenstand behandelt. 
Es gereichte mir zur ganz besonderen Beiriedigung aus deren 
Inhalte entnehmen zu kbnnen, dass die beidcn Cabinete, auf 
gleichartige Wahmehmungen gestiitzt, sich vollig in der Beur- 
theilung der jetzigen Sachlage begegnen und dass somit die 
Erwartung, die ich am Schlusse meines Erlasses Nr. i mir 
auszusprechen erlaubte, so schnell und vollstandig erfiillt worden 
ist. Der Uebereinstimmung der beiden Hbfe nunmehr gewiss, 
werde ich noch heute die neuen Instmctionen an unsere Bevoll- 
machtigten in London befdrdem. 
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Rechberg to Karolvi, May 24, 1864. Draft, No. 3. 

Freih. von Werther hatte die Giite mil einen vertraulichen 
Erlass des Konigl. Hr. Minister-Prasidenten vom 21. d. M. 
vorzulesen, weldier die eventuelle Anerkennung der Erbanspriiche 
des Prinzen von Augustenburg bespricht. 

Wir theilen vollkommen die diesfalls entwicJcelten Ansichten 
des Berliner Cabinetes und vnirden es namentlich fiir sehr 
wicbtig halten, ungesaumt dahin zu wirken, dass der Prinz 
alsbald aus der Athmospbare heraustrete, in der er sich leider 
bisher bewegte und die, wie Hr. v. Bismarck treffend bemerkt, 
weder den Zwecken, welche die beiden Mkchte bei Errichtung 
des neuen schleswig-holstein’sdien Staates im Auge haben, noch 
auch den wahren Bediirfnissen und Stimmungen der Herzog- 
thiimer selbst entspricht. Es erscbiene uns aus diesem Grunde 
als wunschenswerth, wenn die kgl. Regierung sich. bewogen 
fande ohne Aufsehen und Verzug eine geeignete Vertrauensperson 
an den Prinzen abzusenden, welche denselben in dem oben 
erwahnten Sinne aufklaren und ihn zu einer mit seinen wohlver- 
standenen Interessen mehr im Einklang stehenden Haltung 
verpflichten konnte. 

Ew. wollen gefalligst dem H. v. Bismarck den gegenwartigen 
Erlass vertraulich nuttheilen 
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Extracts from the Prussian, Austrian, and British Ar- 
chives Illustrating Russian Policy. 

Extract oe Report prom the Prussian Minister, Count 
Redern, St. Petersburg, February 3, 1864. 

No. 13 "C’est done la guerre generale que Vous 

voulez,” rief der Fiirst [Gorchakov]. “Certes” sagte er, “per- 
sonne ne peut Vous empScher de declarer la guerre au Danemarc, 
mais personne ne saurait empdeher la France, I’Angleterre et la 
Suede de venir au secours du Danemarc. La Russie ne fera 
jamais rien contre la Prusse mais vous aurez les trois autres sur 
les bras et vous aurez ramend I’entente enlre la France et 1 ’Angle- 
terre.” 

Ich bemerkte dem Fiirsten nochmals, dass Preussen so wie auch 
Oesterreich sehr weit davon enlfernt seien, Danemark den Krieg 
erklaren zu wollen. Danemark erklare uns \delmehr den Krieg, 
wenn es sich uns in Schleswig feindlich gegeniiber halte. Ich 
bezweifle indess sehr, setzte ich hinzu, dass England den DS.nen 
in diesem Falle zu Hiilfe eilen werde; ebenso wenig konne ich 
glauben, dass Frankreich gcmeinschaftlich mil England gegen 
ims vorgehen wolle. Ich halte mich vielraehr zu der Annahme 
berechtigt, dass der Kaiser Louis Napoleon, den Unwillen 
Englands mit Schadenfreude betrachten, und in Stillen dariiber 
frohlocken wiirde, dass England in der obschwebenden Frage auf 
dem Riicken der Danen einige Schlage davontrage. 

“Mais ce n’est pas pour les beaux yeux des Danois que 
1 ’Europe est reconnue de son integrit6, e’est dans un int6r6t 
EuropSen que le protocol a 6le signe et cet interSt prdvaut 
encore aujourd’hui et nous est commun,” rief der Kanzler. 
[He was interrupted by an usher who brought a telegram from 
Kiel with news of a fight near Missunde.] Der Vice Kanzler war 
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iiber dieses Telegramm tief erschiittert und bradi mehrmals in 
die bereit angefuhrten Worte aus: “C’est la guerre generale. 
Vous aurez la France, I’Angleterre et la Suede centre Vous. La 
Russie jamais. Jamais elle ne marchera centre la Prusse. ” 


Thun to Rechbebg, Telegbam, St. Peteksbueg, Jan. i8, 
1864; 11:35 M.- 2 : 4 o P. M. 

No. 2 . Le Cabinet britannique se montrant inquiet des 
demarches des Cours de I’Autriche et de la Prusse vis-a-vis du 
Danemarc, Prince Gorchacov croit urgent de le tranquilliser sur 
nos v6ritables intentions, pour prevenir scission entre les “quatre 
Cours conservatrices. ’ ’ 


Thun to Rechbebg, St. Petebsbubg, 26/14 Jan., 1864. 

No. I B. Les relations entre les Cabinets de St. Petersbourg 

et de Londres deviennent de jour en jour plus intimes 

Le P” Gortchacow qui, il n’y a pas longtemps, semblait vouloir 
laisser au Danemarc seul la responsabilite de sa mauvaise foi 
dans ses rapports avec I’Allemagne, en est maintenant, grace a 
rinfluence de Lord Napier, a consid6rer I’integrite de la Monar- 
chie danoise comme une necessite europeenne de laquelle il 
f allait tenir compte n ’importe que ce pays remplisse ou non ses 
engagements internationaux. 

Je crois devoir mentionner id quelques mots addresses par le 
Vice-Chancelier a Lord Napier en ma presence. ‘ ‘ Nous pourrions 
parler,” lui a-t-il dit, “plus energiquement a Copenhague mais 
conune TEmpereur est decide a ne faire marcher un homme ou i 
depenser un sou ni pour, ni contre le Danemarc, je dois me borner 
a des conseils. ’ ’ 

J’ai pris acte de cette d6daration, mais comme il ne cohte rien 
au P“ Gortchacow de revenir sur sa parole il me parait qu’il ne 
faudrait cependant pas y attacher une trop grande valeur. 
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Thun to Rechbekg, St. Peteksbubg, 4 FEB./23 Jan. 1864. 

No. 2 A.-B Le Vice-Chancelier revient dans chaque 

entretien sur son idee favorite de I’alliance intime des quatres 
grandes Puissances en disant qu’il fallait sacrifier des interfets, 
graves sans aucune doute, mais minimes en comparaison du 
grand but qu’on se propose, c’est a dire le maintien et la consoli- 
dation de la paix europ6enne. 

Le Prince m’a encore repute, qu’en reconnaissant formellement 
1 ’integrite de la monarchic Danoise nous ferions un grand pas dans 
cette voie. Aussi a-t-il ete fort satisfait lorsque je lui ai com- 
munique le t 61 egramme de Votre Excellence concernant les notes 
identiques remises a Londres. II considfere cette ddmarche 
comme etant de nature a calmer les apprehensions du cabinet 
anglais 


Thun to Rechbeeg, Telegbam, St. Peteksbubg, Feb. 22, 
1864; 3 -.6-9 '.20 P. M. 

No. 3 Prince Gortchacow considere I’entrSe dans le 

Jutlande tr& grave; il m’a dit: Mr. de Bismarck se fait illusions 
sur 1 ’attitude de la France ct I’Autriche en sera la victime 
innocente. 


Knobbing TO Rechbekg, Paritcitiferc, Vienna Feb. 22, 1864, 

Les nouvelles re9ues k St. Petersbourg de Londres et de Paris 
signalent une irritation fort vive produite par I’annonce de 
1 ’entree des troupes austro-prussiennes en Jutlande. M. le 
Prince Gortchacow m ’exprime l’appr6hension que les avantages 
que cette mesure pourra avoir momentanement sous la rapport 
militaire ne soient contrebalances par de serieux inconveniens 
politiques. II croit d’ailleurs devoir abandonner a la sagesse des 
deux Cabinets allies de peser les consequences de la resolution 
qu’ils viennent de prendre 
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Knobbing to Rechbebg, Particuliere, Vienna, Feb. 28, 1864. 


D ’apres des informations transmises par notre Ambassadeur ^ 
Londres, on croyait y savoir qu’une explosion insurrectionnelle 
6tait i mm inente en Galide. 

Les nouvelles que je regois de diverses parts viennent k I’appui 
de cette donnee 

Knobbing to Rechbebg, Particuliere, May 28, 1864; Matin. 

Je crois ne pas devoir perdre un seul moment S. informer Votre 
Excellence que, d’apr& un telegramme du Vice-Chancelier qui 
vient de parvenir, notre Plenipotentiaire k Londres maintiendra 
les principes du droit public. Selon M. le Pee. Gortchacow il est 
urgent que la succession ne soit pas prejugee, mais r6serv6e il 
celui qui prouvera juridiquement les droits historiques, conformS- 
ment a la doctrine qui a 6te soutenue jusqu’ici par les grandes 
puissances allemandes. H en r^sulterait une combinaison, dans 
tous les cas, moins dangereuse pour la cause de I’ordre que ne le 
serait le choix de Due d’Augustenbourg. Le Prince Gortchacow 
espere que Votre Excellence voudra bien faire munir Mr. le 
Comte d’Apponjd d ’instructions d’urgence a cet effet 

Knobbing to Rechbebg, Vienna, June 14, 1864. 

Un mot du P“ Gortchacow de Berlin m ’informe que d ’apres 
les nouvelles donnees par le Bn. de Brunnow, il avait ete decide 
dans le dernier conseil de faire des ouvertures ^ la France pour 
s ’entendre avec elle sur les mesures a opposer aux nouvelles 
exigences des puissances aUemandes. L’Angleterre se verrait 
ainsi poussee a rendre I’Empereur Napoleon I’arbitre de la 
situation. Il dependra de lui de r6tablir Dalliance entre la France 
et I’Angleterre sur la base qui lui convient le mieux. 

Dans cette situation un prompt retour de la part des puissances 
allemandes dans la voie de la moderation parait le seul moyen 
d’6viter a I’Europe 1 ’humiliation de voir I’Empereur Napol6on 
appele a decider de son sort. 



APPENDIX VIII 


353 


Le Prince Gortchacow aime a compter a cette effet sur 1 ’esprit 
de conciliation du Cabinet de Vienne qui moins que tout autre 
saurait meconnaitre le danger de la combinaison que I’attitude 
actuelle des puissances allemandes rend imminente. 

Ne pouvant plus esp6rer de voir Votre Excellence avant Son 
depart, vue I’heure avancee de la matin6e, j’ai cm remplir un 
devoir de conscience, en Lui exprimant par ecrit, sans retard, 
les graves reflexions que M. le Vice-Chancelier m’avait charg6 
de signaler a Son attention. 


Napier to Russell, Secret and Conpidential, St. Peters- 
burg, May 24, 1864. 

No. 267. My despatch to your Lordship No. 265 of the 23rd 
inst. contains the formal report of my confidential question to 
Prince Gortchakoff and of His Excellency’s reply in regard to 
the contemplated adjustment between Denmark and Germany 
on the basis of the separation of Holstein and of a portion of 
Schleswig from the Danish monarchy. The conversation did not 
however pass off so simply. When I asked Prince Gortchakoff 
whether he would give his energetic support to Her Majesty’s 
Government in securing a defensible frontier for Denmark, 
irrespective of the mere question of local nationality, I hinted 
that it might be necessary to take a firm stand and make the 
Germans feel that there was a point at which they would meet 
an armed resistance to their extravagant pretensions. 

The Vice Chancellor smiled rather significantly and said that 
in forming his \'iews on this subject, he ‘ ‘ did not take even into 
contemplation the contingency of armed intervention from any 
quarter whatever. ’ ’ 

I said to the Prince that his expressions were important, I had 
certainly never led Her Majesty’s Government to hope that 
Russia would give armed assistance to Denmark against Ger- 
many, but neither had I ever said that in no case whatever would 
Russia go to war for Denmark. From his present expressions I 
understood that not only he had resolved in no case to go to war 
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in this quarrel, but that he believed no other Government would 
ever go to war. 

The Vice Chancellor then qualified his first expressions and 
said that he did not mean to affirm that under no circumstances 
whatever would Russia take up arms for Denmark, no Govern- 
ment could bind itself by such absolute declarations, he meant 
that the contingency of armed intervention seemed so improbable 
and remote, that he did not allow that consideration to affect his 
resolutions. 

I made no doubt however, that the first expressions used by 
the Vice Chancellor conveyed his real opinion. He is under the 
impression that Her Majesty’s Government will accede to any 
terms which the German Powers may impose on Denmark and 
that under no circumstances will England have recourse to arms. 
This belief is shared by Baron Brunnow and by the German 
Representatives in the Conference and the attitude of the 
Russian Cabinet is no doubt in some degree influenced by this 
consideration. I am bound, however, to state that in the instruc- 
tions addressed to Vienna, Prince Gortchakoff has gone rather 
beyond his own real impressions by constantly conveying to 
Count Rechberg the opinion that there is a point beyond which 
it would be dangerous to count upon the inaction of England. 

Prince Gortchakoff, in my humble judgment, believes that 
Her Majesty’s Government will swerve from the principle of a 
military frontier in Schleswig, just as they are ready to swerve 
from the Treaty of 1851 [jtc] and the integrity of the Danish 
Monarchy. The political necessities which have conducted 
England to the first concession will conduct her to the second. 
With such impressions it seems natural that the Russian Minister 
should make no great efforts and incur no great risks with his 
German allies in contending for the interests of Denmark. The 
intervention of Prince Gortchakoff on behalf of Denmark wiU be 
proportioned to the estimate which he makes of the eventual 
attitude of England. If he believes that England will 3deld, he 
will interfere faintly and formally for Denmark. If he believes 
that England will fight, he will interfere earnestly and zealously 
and push his mediation almost to the verge of an alienation from 
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Prussia. The Vice Chancellor must be aware that a war between 
England and the German Powers would probably involve the 
explosion of the revolutionary forces in Italy, Hungary and 
Poland. Such an explosion would be extremely hazardous to 
Russia and would be pregnant with incalculable contingencies to 
all the Continental Governments. To avoid such a catastrophe, 
the Russian Sovereign would no doubt make considerable exer- 
tions, but while the catastrophe is regarded as impossible, he 
will make no real exertions at all. 

In my humble opinion therefore. Her Majesty’s Government 
wiU do •well if thej- desire to have an effectual support from 
Russia, to make up their minds to stand at all hazards on certain 
terms and ha\'ing done so they will do well to make their resolu- 
tion knoRTi and felt here and the impression will soon be conveyed 
to Vienna and Berlin. 

In offering this respectful expression of m3' opinion, I need not 
sa}' that I disclaim all pretension to reflect on the past policy of 
Her Majesty's Government or to ad\'ise on their future course. 
The sentiments which I submit are conditional and hyitothetical. 
It is consistent with m}”- local knowledge and duty to state to 
Her Majesty's Government that if the}' look for support at St. 
Petersburg, the}' ought in my mind to do this or that, but it 
belongs to Her Majesty’s Government who possess a view of our 
foreign relations on every side to put the alternative of peace or 
war in the Danish question under any circumstances. I think 
on the whole it might be done with safety on the question of a 
defensible military frontier in Schleswig, for 1 think that Russia 
and Austria would make Prussia yield, but there would probably 
be a dangerous crisis and Her Majesty "s Government who have 
cognizance of the intentions of France can alone determine 
whether the hazard is one which ought to be confronted. (.Rec’d 
May 30.) 

Napiek to Russell, Most Confidental, St. Petersburg, 
May 25, 1864. 

No. 271. I learn from Prince Gortchakoff this morning that 
the Russian Cabinet is disposed to support the proposal for a 
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separation of Holstein and of a portion of Schleswig from Den- 
mark, leaving the Danish kingdom in the possession of a military 
frontier on the South. This plan wiU, however, not be advocated 
without the assent of the King of Denmark, for the Emperor 
would not have the appearance of exerting an ungenerous 
pressure on the resolution of the Danish Sovereign. 

Instructions were despatched in this sense to Baron Brunnow 
yesterday by telegraph and this morning by messenger. 

In making this communication to me the Vice Chancellor 
having made use of expressions which implied a justifiable regret 
that the basis of the Treaty of 1852 was probably to be aban- 
doned, under the pressure of irresistible political necessities, I 
asked the Prince whether he was disposed to make a last effort 
for the preservation of that Treaty, for if such was the case I 
would immediately communicate his view to Her Majesty’s 
Government. 

The Vice Chancellor replied that he was not disposed to do so, 
he would not he “more Catholic than the Pope,” the Danish 
Government itself seemed to prefer the principle of separation 
to that of a personal union with onerous obligations. 

Should the principle of a division of Sdileswig be adopted, no 
doubt a formidable dispute will arise on the nature and locality 
of the frontier. If Her Majesty’s Government be determined to 
secure the benefit of a defensible military boimdary for Denmark, 
irrespective of the ethnological features of the population behind 
it, and if they look to the zealous cooperation of Russia for this 
purpose, I take the liberty of recording my opinion that such 
cooperation can only be secured by making the Russian Govern- 
ment feel that England will support that settlement at aU hazards, 
if necessary by arms. (Rec’d May 30.) 
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Bismarck and Sweden 

There appear occasionally in the sources for the year 1863, 
statements that Bismarck had approached the Swedish govern- 
ment with suggestions for an eventual division of the Danish 
Monarchy between Prussia and Sweden. It is difficult to check 
the accuracy of such reports but there may be some foundation 
for them. It is clear that Bismarck kept in mind the possibility 
of tempting Sweden to support, or at least, not to oppose his 
designs on the duchies of Schleswig and Holstein. The sober 
reports of the Prussian minister at Stockholm and the information 
that leaked out about the negotiations for an alliance of Sweden 
with Denmark made the prospects of Swedish co-operation in an 
anti-Danish policy seem very slight and Sweden played no part 
in Bismarck’s calculations comparable to those of Ihc Great 
Powers. Swedish aid to Denmark wouhl, however, have made 
the operations in Schlesvdg more difficult. Early in December 
1863, therefore, a Prussian officer, Oherst-Lenlnant Voight- 
Rhetz, was sent to Sweden to observe and report on the military 
preparations of that state.* 

The following report of the Prussian minister at Stockholm is 
of especial interest. It was written at a time when pressure was 
being put on King Charles in the hope of ensuring his support for 
Denmark and when the Swedish minister at Copenhagen seems 
to have raised the hopes of the Danish Minister President.® 

Rosenberg to Bismarck, Stockholm, December 15, 1863. 
(Berlin Archives). 

Eure Excellenz haben bereits vor einem Jahre meine Auf- 
merksamkeit auf dem Werth einer Verstandigung mit Schweden 

* Roon to Bismarck, December 2 , 1863, (Berlin Archives). 

* C£. pp. 147 ff-i IS 3 f- 
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fiber die danische Frage namentlich in Hinblick auf den Plan 
eines skandinavischen Reiches gelenkt. Bis jetzt ist zu dieser so 
wunschenswerthen Eventualitat, wie meine Berichterstattung 
und der Gang der schwedischen Politik Eurer Excellenz bewiesen 
haben wird, keine Aussicht vorhanden gewesen. Der Skandina- 
vismus hatte, wahrend ich hier bin, eine so deutschfeindliche 
Richtung, und die erlauchten Personen, aus deren wahren 
Interesse man mit Recht den Wunsch einer Verstandigung mit 
Deutschland fiber Danemarks Zukunft folgert, hatten in der 
polnischen, wie letzthin in der Allianzfrage sich als die besondem 
Trager dieses falschverstandenen Skandinavismus hingestellt so 
dass die Moglichkeit einer Verstandigung nicht hervortrat, es 
vielmehr im preussischen Interesse nur zu liegen schien, die, auf 
eine Starkung des danischen Widerstands und Einverleibung 
Schleswigs hingerichteten Bestrebungen des schwedischen Skan- 
dinavismus entschieden zu bekampfen. Ungeachtet meines 
begrenzten Wirkungskreises imd der beschrankten Hilfsmittel 
welche mir zu Gebote stehen, glaube ich in dieser Hinsicht nicht 
ganz ohne Erfolg thatig gewesen zu sein. 

Seit dem Tode Konigs Friedrichs VII hat sich die Lage veran- 
dert. Die persdnlichen Engagements der beiden nordischen 
Kdnige hat der Tod des einen gebrochen. Der neue Konig hat 
seine skandinavische Probe nocfa nicht abgelegt und bei seiner 
unsichem SteUung, und den sich an einen etwaigen Regie- 
rungswechsel knupfenden Hoffnungen wunscht man, wie mir 
versichert wird, an gewisser Stelle nur eine solche Politik Dane- 
mark gegenuber einzuschlagen, die der, fiir die Plane der Bema- 
dottes unerlasslichen Popularitat in Kopenhagen, nicht aber 
dem Konig Christian zu Statten kommt. 

Aus diesem Gesichtspunkt entsprang das Bedauem welches 
Prinz Oskar geaussert haben soli, als das Ableben des Konigs von 
Danemark den Aufschub der AUianzunterzeichnung nach sich 
zog. “Hatten wir jetzt,” so soil der Prinz ausgerufen haben, 
“die Allianz geschlossen, und stfinden wir mit 20,000 Mann in 
Schonen, so wfirden sich die Dinge in Kopenhagen etwas anders 
gestaltet haben. ’ ’ 

Diese dynastische Wfinsche dfirften indess, wie in dem ganzen 
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Verlaxtf der letzten Jalire, duich die Stellung der Elgl. Familie im 
Lande iiire natiirliche Grenze finden. in dem sie zwar popular 
aber nicht von entscheidenden Gevricht ist. Das Land versteht 
sich -wobl zu skandinavischen Demonstrationen, nicht aber zu 
■vcirklichen Opfem fiir die D5Tiastie. Es ist in der Theorie 
allenfalls skandinaAnsch; die praktischen Konsequenzen wiirde es 
nur dann libemehmen, vrenn es voUkommen ungefahrlich 
geschehen konnte. 

Ein weiteres Hindemiss eines entschiedenen Vorgehens liegt in 
der Personlichkeit des Kbnigs. Die Schwierigkeit, diesen Monar- 
chen zu einem grossen Entschluss zu bringen, im Verein mit 
Seiner Leichtigkeit Sich bei den ersten Hindemissen zu ent- 
muthigen, diirften diesen, sonst zu einer militarischen Rolle so 
geeigneten Fiirsten, fiir eine kuhne und riicksichtslose Politik 
nicht besonders befahigen. 

Im Ahgemeinen darf man nicht vergessen, dass Schwedens 
Auftreten dutch die Stellimg der Grossmachte zu Danemark 
bemessen wird, und dass namentHch die Haltung welche Preussen 
zu den verschiedenen Gestaltungen einnimmt, denen die Danische 
Frage entgegengeht, von einem gewissen Gewicht fur die hiesigen 
Entschliisse sein wird 
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Did Bismarck Encourage Danish Resistance, December 
1863, January 1864? 

In a well known passage in his memoirs, Beust discusses 
Bismarck’s policy in the Schleswig-Holstein question and 
describes one of the latter statesman’s qualities as one “for 
which only the English language has an adequate expression — 
unscrupulous.’’^ As an illustration of this he tells how, in the 
course of a conversation with Bismarck at Gastein in 1865, he 
had said: “You forget one thing, and that is what would have 
happened if the Danes had avoided a combat.’’ Bismarck 
replied: “That was all taken care of. I had let it be known in 
Copenhagen, that England, which was not really the case, had 
threatened us with effective intervention in the case of armed 
attack [on Schleswig]. ’ 

In somewhat different form, the statement appears in the diary 
of Dalwigk, the Hessian minister president and in a letter of the 
latter to Gagern, his minister at Vienna. Dalwigk notes under 
date of September 9, 1865 that Beust showed him a report to his 
government, written on August 17 at Giessen, where he had had 
a conversation with Bismarck. The latter had said among other 
things, that “Prussia, before the entry of the troops into Schles- 
wig, had intentionally posed conditions to the Danes which the 
latter could not have fulfilled. Then he, Bismarck, had secretly® 
stirred up the Danes to resistance and through his agents aroused 
in them the confident expectation of English aid, although he had 

1 Beust, Aus drei Viertdjahrhunderten, I, p. 350. “Uebersetzen lasst sich 
das Wort nicht. Riicksichtlos ware zu wenig, gewissenlos zu viel. Man musste 
funf Wortefiireinessetzen: ‘um die Mittel nicht verlegen,! 

* Ibid. 

> “qnter del 
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assured himself in advance that England could not and would 
not give this help 

It is possible that in speaking of “secret agents,’’ Bismarck 
was exaggerating. There seems to be no other evidence of their 
action and it is not eas}* to conjecture how they would have 
operated under the given circumstances. It is possible that what 
Bismarck had in mind was a statement which appeared in the 
Norddeuische Allgemeine Zcitung on January i, 1864, as semi-of- 
ficial® and was reprinted in the Bcrlingske Tidende and other 
Copenhagen newspapers on the morning of January 2. This 
stated that the British Government had already protested 
against the Austro-Prussian proposal to the Diet at Frankfurt 
for the occupation of Schleswig, and had infonned the German 
Governments that “in case German troops crossed the Eider, 
England would give Denmark the aid desired. ' ’ 

Count Bemstorff, the Prussian ambassador in London, in a 
report of January 4. 1864 called Bismarck's attention to this 
article and expressed his surprise that, if the information were 
well-founded, Earl Russell had not given him or the Austrian 
ambassador any indication of it.® In his reply Bismarck ex- 
plained that such a declaration of the British government had 
not indeed, been contained m the dispatches to the British 
ambassador which had recently been read to him but that in- 
formation from "Vienna and the utterances of the British am- 
bassador up to the last few days, had offered some justification 
for the statements published.’ 

Bismarck did not, however, explain to Bemstorff that he 
himself, in various conversations with the British ambassador, 
had urged that the British Government use stronger language in 
its notes to Germany. “The only suggestion which he had to 
make on the nature of Your Lordship’s proposed communi- 

‘ W. Schussler, Die Tagebucher des Freiherrn Reinhari v. Dalwigk »u Lich- 
tenfds, p. 185. Cf. Dalwigk to Gagem, September 20, 1865, in Vogt, Die Hessische 
PolUik, pp. 212 f. 

s “Unter halbamtlichen Anstrich ” 

“ Berlin Archives. 

1 Bismarck, Die gesammeiten Werke, IV, p. 374. 
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cation [to the Diet],” Sir Andrew Buchanan reported on De- 
cember 26, 

was that the language which Her Majesty’s Government proposed to use 
is not suflSciently decided, as an impression prevailed throughout Germany, 
which is daily increased by the Liberal press, that Great Britain will not 
seriously oppose an attempt of the Confederation to separate Holstein and 
Schleswig from the Danish Monarchy. It was desirable therefore in a 
communication which was in reality addressed to the people and the Gov- 
ernments of Germany, that Her Majesty’s Government should use the 
strongest language compatible with diplomatic forms, to convince them and 
more particularly the people of the Northern Sea-board that they are fol- 
lowing a course which may expose their coasts to a blockade by a British 
Fleet. 

If Her Majesty’s Government therefore, are in earnest, he said, they 
should let the people of Germany know the risk they are incurring, and he 
had no doubt the more sensible among them would then think how far it 
would be wise to allow the passions of the day to carry them.* 

A few days later, on December 31, Sir Andrew reported that 
“in regard to your Lordship’s last communication to the Diet at 
Frankfurt, [Bismarck] said he feared it was expressed in too mild 
language for the occasion — as the people and the Governments 
of Germany believe that they may carry out their views on the 
Danish Duchies with impunity 

Bismarck may have desired to impress on the people and 
governments of Germany a sense of the danger they were in- 
curring and so to make them more amenable to Prussian and 
Austrian influence, but strong notes from Great Britain and even 
more, the article in the Norddeutsche Allgemeine Zeitung, were as 
likely to rouse the expectations and the spirit of resistance of the 
Danes. 

* Buchanan to Russell, No. 642, December 26, 1863 (Record Office, London). 
The passage cited has been marked with a pencil line on the margin of the original. 

* No. 644 (Record Office, London). 
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pondence of the Danish minister to Russia for 1850-51 and the correspondence with 
the Danish representatives at London, Paris, and St. Petersburg for 1S63-64. Most 
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political correspondence with the French representatives at Berlin, Copenhagen, 
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(i. e., to volume and folio), and as the documents in at least one of the Archives 
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and a prominent politician of differing political views. 

“Aktslykker vedkommende den dansk-tydske Strid. I. Aktstykker der belyse 
den svensk-norske Regjerings Stilling til Sagen. (1858-1864).” In Bistorisk 
Tidsskrift, (Copenhagen) 3 R., Ill, (1864), pp. 677-792. Reprint of documents 
published officially in 1864. Some are in extract, and must be supplemented by 
those published by H. Eoht. 

Archives diplomatiques; recueil de diplomatic et d’hisloire. Paris, 1861 — ^In- 
cludes documents published by the Danish Government, which are not contained 
in the other collections listed. For other material, this is less satisfactory than the 
Staatsarchiv, as all the documents are translated into French. 



BIBLIOGBAPHY 


369 


Aeup, Ehik. "David og Hali. Krisen i Danmarks histone 1863,” in Scatidia, I, 
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Federal Execution, 40, 47, 58, 70, 
100 f.; and Schleswig, 47; and Dan- 
ish concessions, 93; and accession of 
Christian IX, 99; opposition of, to ‘oc- 
cupation’ of Schleswig, 102 f.; election 
of plenipotentiary to London Con- 
ference by, 204; right of, to decide 
succession to throne of Holstein, 229. 

Disraeli, Benjamin (1804-1881), British 
statesman, policy of, 172. 
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Domain lands, question of, in Holstein, 18. 

Drouyn de Lhuys, Edouard, French 
diplomat, minister of foreign affairs 
(October 15, 1862-September i, 1866), 
on March Patent, 60; on proposed 
Danish-Swedish treaty, 69; on French 
policy in 1863, 96 f.; and Austria, 302- 
308; and Prussia, 113 f., 115 f., 180, 
182 f.; suggestion by, that Prussia 
annex the Duchies, 117, 127, 182, 248; 
overtures of, for Franco-Prussian en- 
tente at London Conference, 210 ff.; 
statements of, to Moltke-Hvitfcldt, on 
advantages for Denmark in Congress, 
1 14; on position of France after British 
rejection of Congress, 118; proposal by, 
of ‘limited’ Congress, 121 f.; questions 
Goltz on Prussian guarantees to -Vustria, 
129; unwillingness of, to oppose na- 
tional movement in Germany, 156; and 
proposal for a conference. 1O2 f.; on 
French policy in the Danish question, 
166 f., 186 f., 191 f.; change in attitude 
of, 187; and Sweden, 171; on action of 
German Great Powers, 189 ff. ; proposal 
by, of settlement of Schleswig-Holstein 
question in accordance with wishes of 
population, 207; and Russia, 209 f.; 
and Napoleon HI, divergent policies of, 
226, 248; on progress of London Con- 
ference, 230, note; and Austro-Prussian 
proposal of the Augustenburg succes- 
sion, 235 f.; opposition of, to entrj' of 
Denmark into German Confederation, 
24s f.; on French intervention, 247; 
comment of, on British policy, 253. 

Droysen, Johann Gustav (1808-1884), 
German historian, 223, note. 

Diippel, entrenched lines of, 169 f., 189, 
232; capture of, by Prussians, 204; 
visit of William I to, 259. 

Dufferin, Frederick Temple Hamilton- 
Temple-Blackwood, Lord, (1826-1902), 
on Napoleon’s proposal of a European 
Congress, in f. 

Duncker, Max (1811-1886), German his- 
torian and politician, conversations of 
Bismarck with, 233 f., 236-239. 


Eider, river, 6, 206, 242; crossing of, by 
Austro-Prussian army, 104, 169. 

Eider-Danes, aims of, 5; theories of, 6; 
action of, in 1846, 7; and Danish 
policy, 1856-58, 21 f.; and Pan Scan- 
dinavian movement, 24; under Karl 
Moltke’s administration of Schleswig, 
30; aims of, supported by Sweden and 
Great Britain, 39; views of, represented 
in ministry by Lehmann, 40; Sweden 
and, S3; Hall ministry and, 56; Nov- 
ember Constitution and, 73; and Chris- 
tian IX, 75; Blixen Finecke and, 91; 
and division of Schleswig, 242. 

Elbe, river, 169. 

England. See Great Britain. 

Ernst, duke of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha (1844- 
93), and Frederick of Augustenburg, 
79 f.; and French proposal to consult 
population of Duchies, 208. 

Eugdnie, empress of the French, 193; and 
Austria, 391 f. 

European Congress. See Napoleon HI. 

European situation, and Danish attitude 
towards Germany, 1863, 59. 

Ewers, Baron d’, selection of as Russian 
envoy to Copenhagen, 135 f.; instruc- 
tions of, 136 f.; and, Wodehouse, 141. 

Fcedrclandet, Copenhagen newspaper, 23; 
announces Swedish aid for Denmark, 

133 f- 

Federal Execution, in Holstein, proposed 
in i 85 o, 34; postponement of, 40; Bis- 
marck and, 52; vote for, by Diet, 70; 
Austria, Prussia, and, 100; carried out, 
loi ; formal end of, 259. 

Ferdinand, Prince of Denmark, (1792- 
1863), 7, note. 

Finecke. See Blixen Finecke. 

Finland, Gulf of, 198. 

Flensburg, city in Schleswig, 241 f., 262. 

Fleury, Emile Felix, Count, French gen- 
eral, mission to Berlin of, 123-127; 
overtures of, to Ewers at Copenhagen 
for Franco-Russian entente, 124; mission 
to Copenhagen of, 124, 136, 141, 157. 
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Fould, Achille, French minister of finance 
(1861-67), 127, note, 205, note. 

Fournier, Hugues-Marie-Henri, French 
minister at Stockholm, (1862-72) report 
of, on Manderstrom’s policy, 154 f. 

France, policy of, 179; comments on 
policy of. 254 ff.; opposition of, to 
neutralization of Holstein, 37; and 
Danish-Swedish alliance negotiations, 
67, 69; rectification of frontiers of, i8r; 
and Denmark, 60, 149, 170; and Great 
Britain, 205; and Prussia, 113, 116 f., 
209-217; and Russia, 39, 209; and 
Sweden, 137, 171, note; and Augusten- 
burg dynasty, 211; and Scandinavian 
union, 212. See Drouyn de Lhuys, 
Fleury, Napoleon III. 

Francis Joseph, emperor of Austria (1848- 
1916), 104, 249; orders of, to Austrian 
troops not to enter Jutland, 201; on 
military operations, 202, note; at Schdn- 
brunn conference, 258. 

Frederick VII, king of Denmark, duke of 
Schleswig, Holstein, and Lauenburg, 
(January 20, 1848-November 15, 1863), 
7, note; and Scandinavian movement, 
24 f.; and Charles XV, at Skodsborg, 
63 f.; on relations with Bismarck, 65, 
note; death of, 75; title of, unques- 
tioned, 76; effect of death of, on 
Germany, 79. 

Frederick I, grand duke of Baden (1858- 
1907), and Frederick of .Augustenburg, 
79 - 

Frederick, hereditary prince of Augusten- 
burg, (‘Duke Frederick VIII of Schles- 
wig-Holstein’), (b.1829, d. 1880), and 
November Constitution, 77; and Ger- 
many, 79; formation of provisional 
government at Coburg by, 80; claims 
of, to Schleswig-Holstein, 80, 234; 
attitude of Duchies towards, 81: ac- 
cession of, announced to Diet, 99; 
arrival in Holstein of, 101; enthusiasm 
in Germany for, 102; William I and, 
81 f., 184, 239; Crown Prince Frederick 
William and, 79, 184, 239; Bismarck 
and, 81 f., 215, 217, 223, 236, 239 f.; 


offer of concessions to Prussia by, 223 
ff.; recognition of Schleswig-Holstein 
Constitution of 1848 by, 224; Austria 
and, 232; Prussian Court and, 260. 

Frederick Charles, prince, Prussian gen- 
eral, put in command of allied armies, 
249. 

Frederick William IV, king of Prussia 
(1840-1861), 19, 34. 

Frederick William, crown prince of Prus- 
sia, and Frederick of Augustenburg, 79, 
101, note, 184, 223 f., 238 f.; and Bis-’^, 
march, tq 8, note, i6o, 204, note. 

French press, 188. 

Fiinen, (F3m) island of, 249 f. 


Galicia, 96, 175 f.; proclamation of state 
of siege in, 208. 

Gastein Convention, 260. 

German commerce, interference by Den- 
mark with, 190. 

German Confederation, jurisdiction of, in 
Holstein question, supported by Russia, 
27; and March Patent, ss; Prussiaand, 
255-261. See Diet. 

German Great Powers (Austria and 
Prussia), and Constitution of 1855, 17; 
and Denmark, 18 ff., 41 ff., 47; ref- 
erence of Holstein question to Diet, by, 
21; support of, by Russia, 26; and 
British proposal for Conference in 1861, 
39; rivalry of, 51; and March Patent, 
57; relations of, in 1863, 60; effect of 
union of, on attitude of other Great 
Powers, 95; rapprochement of, 98; and 
accession of Christian DC, 99; and 
minor German States, 100 f.; occupa- 
tion of Schleswig proposed by, 102; 
protocol for common action by, 102 f.; 
ultimatum of, to Denmark, 104; dif- 
ference in ultimate aims of, 104-109; 
demands of, on Denmark, December 
1863, 139 f.; control of Diet by, 161; 
demands of, at London Conference, 
228 f.; proposal of Augustenburg suc- 
cession by, 235; divergence of militaiy 
plans of, 249. See Austria, Prussia. 
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German public opinion, and division of 
Schleswig, 216. 

German question, relation of Schleswig- 
Holstein question to, 256 f. 

Germany, and Schleswig in 1862, 47; and 
March Patent, 56; and November 
Constitution, 78; effect of death of 
Frederick VII on, 7g; and Frederick of 
Augustenburg, loa; and modification 
of Article V of Treaty of Prague, 262. 

Glatz, County of, question of cession of, by 
Prussia to Austria, 259. 

Gliicksburg, Prince Christian of. See 
Christian IX. 

Goltz, Robert Heinrich Ludwig, Count 
von der, Prussian ambassador at Paris 
(December r, 1862-2869), relations 
with Napoleon HI, 113; opinion of, on 
Franco-Prussian relations, 119, 194; 
opinion of, on Schleswig-Holstein 
question, rig f.; and Bismarck’s policy, 
128, 160, 184; on Franco-Prussian en- 
lenle, 181; to Drouyn de Lhuys, justi- 
fication of Prussian policy by, 182, 189 
ff.; and Drouyn de Lhuys, on Franco- 
Prussian cooperation, 182 f.; on change 
in French attitude, February 1864, 187 
f.; and Drouyn de Lhuys’ suggestion 
that Prussia annex the Duchies, 191 f.; 
and proposal to consult population of 
Duchies, 208. 

Gorchakov, Prince Alexander, Russian 
diplomat, vice-chancellor and minister 
of foreign affairs (1856-82), and the 
Schleswig-Holstein question in 1856, 
26 f.; and November Constitution, 77, 
130 f., 13s; and Bismarck, 132; on 
British attempts to avert the war, 163 
f.; policy of, 165 f.; on naval demons- 
tration in the Baltic, 198 f.; on Austro- 
Prussian action against Denmark, 199; 
support of Bismarck and Rechberg by, 
200 f.; on settlement by popular vote, 
207 f.; rumors of Holy Alliance denied 
by, 208 f.; and France, 209 f.; on 
claims of House of Oldenburg, 234, note, 
241, note; on admission of Denmark to 


German Confederation, 246; on Danish 
policy, 252; on British policy, 253. 

‘Gotha dispatch’, of Russell, September 
24, 1862, 43 f.; Morier and, 45; Eng- 
land and, 46, 61, 147; Denmark and, 
46; Germany and, 46; Bismarck and, 
SI f.; Sweden and, 53. 

Gottorp, House of, claims to Schleswig- 
Holstein of, 222. 

Grand Duke of Oldenburg. See Peter 11 . 

Great Britain, 7, 9; and action of German 
Powers in 1857, 27; advice to Denmark 
of, 27 f.; and separation of Holstein, 
1861, 39; proposal of international con- 
ference by, 39; and Denmark, 60; and 
Russell’s ‘Gotha dispatch’, 61; and 
Sweden, 67 ff.; mediation of, 82; rejec- 
tion of Congress proposal by, 112; 
public opinion of, in favor of Denmark, 
146; acceptance of suggestion for con- 
ference by, 162; advice of, to Denmark 
to revoke November Constitution, 164; 
last attempts of, to avert war, 163 f.; 
plans for intervention of, 165; and 
France, 166, 205; failure of attempts of, 
to avert war, 167 f.; and Danish appeal 
for aid, 170; hostility of, to Austria and 
Prussia, 172; majority of cabinet of, 
opposed to intervention, 177; opposi- 
tion of, to settlement by popular vote, 
207; and proposal of neutral mediation, 
242; policy of, no, 248; coimnents on 
policy of, 253 f. 

Great Powers, and Schleswig-Holstein 
question, 8; and German Diet, 35; in- 
fluence of, on Bismarck’s policy, 94; 
Bismarck and, 121; and Schleswig, 102; 
and Napoleon III, 112; contrast in 
situation of, 1852 and 1864, no. 

Gripenstedt, Johan August, Swedish 
statesman, finance minister (1856-1866), 
67. 154- 

Hall, Carl Christian, Danish statesman, 
president of the council and minister of 
foreign affairs (February 24, i86o-De- 
cember 24, 1863), minister for the 
Duchies of Holstein and Lauenburg 
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(March r86i-Dccember 1863); and 
Germany, 20, 22; and the Schleswig- 
Holstein question in 1857, 280 f.; on 
proposals of Estates of Holstein in 
i8s 9, 32; on German interference in 
Schleswig question, 34; dispatch of, 
May ri, i86r, 39; dispatches of, July 
29, i86i, 40; dispatch of, October 26, 
1S61, 41; dispatch of, December 26, 
i86r, 4t; and March Patent, 55; and 
Eider Danish views, 56; at Skodsborg, 
64; and Scandinavian union, 66; and 
November Constitution, 70 f. ; on Federal 
Execution and Schleswig, 74; and sig- 
nature of November Constitution, 78; 
and Blixen, 92; unyielding attitude of, 
December r863, 141; and envoys of the 
Powers, 141 f., 144; and Paget, 62, 142; 
policy of, 144 ff.; on hope of aid from 
Sweden, 158; hope of, for French aid, 
157 - 

Hall ministry, resignation of, 159. 

Hamilton, Henning Ludvig Hugo, Swed- 
ish diplomat, minister at Copenhagen 
(June 1861-Februaty r4, 1804), and 
‘March Patent’, 62 f.; at Skodsborg 
conference, 64; and Scandinavian union, 
66; and November Constitution, 77; 
not authorized to urge revocation of 
November Constitution, 14 1; conver- 
sation of, with Paget on foreign aid to 
Denmark, 148; communication by, to 
Hall that alliance negotiations not 
affected by death of Frederick VII, 152; 
on eventual French aid for Denmark, 
157; resignation of, 170, note. 

Helgoland, naval battle oS, 204 f., 245. 

‘Helstat’ party, and organization of 
Danish Monarchy after 1851, is; 
abandonment of policy of, by Danish 
government, 22, 40; policy of, and 
November Constitution, 74; and Chris- 
tian IX, 75. 

Holstein, 4, 6; succession to, 7; effect of 
Agreements of 1851-52 in, 14; and 
Constitution of 1855, 21; Estates of, 
22, 28 f., 35, 39, 44, S3 f.; mobilization 
of Federal contingent of, in 1859, 33; 


constitution of, changes piupused by 
Prussia, 40; agitation in, 81; occupa- 
tion of, proposed by minor German 
States, 100; Execution in, loi; occu- 
pation of, 169, 189, 191; and Frederick 
of Augustenburg, loi; administration 
of, awarded to Austria, 260. See 
Holstein -Lauenburg, ' Schleswig-Hols- 
tein. 

Holstein-Lauenburg, vote of in Diet, sus- 
pended, 99. 

Holy Alliance, rumors of revival of, 201, 
208. 

Hosier, 241. 

Hungary, 175. 

‘Incorporation’, as applied to Schleswig, 
defined, 73. 

International situation in 1863, no; 
effect of Napoleon’s Congress proposal 
on, 113. 

Italian war of 1859, influence of, on 
Schleswig-Holstein question, 32 f. 

Italy, 156. 

Jdrta, Carl August, Swedish-Norwegian 
minister at Berlin, 149. 

Jahde, Prussian naval station on, i86, 
note. 

Jerome Napoleon. See Napoleon, Prince 
Jerome. 

Jutish enclaves in Schleswig, 250, note. 

Jutland. 169 f., 179, 1S3 f., 189 ff., 193 ff.; 
entrance of Prussian troops into, 170; 
invasion of, 199, 216. 

Karolyi of Nagy-Karolyi, Alois, count, 
Austrian diplomat, minister at Berlin, 
(1860-66), and Bismarck, 97-100; and 
Wodehouse, 138; signature of Austro- 
Prussian agreements by, 103, note, 201 
f.; on Bismarck’s policy, 106, 218 f. 

Kiel, 188; deputation from University of, 
at Berlin, 222. 

Klindworth, George, secret agent, on Pal- 
merston’s attitude toward Austria, 1 74 f . 

Koniggriitz, Prussian victory of, 1S66, 250, 
261. 
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Kolding, city in Jutland, 170, 189, 195, 
201. 

Kri^er, Andreas Frederik, Dani^ poli- 
tician, 136, note; member of London 
Conference, 227, 243. 

La Gorce, Pierre de, French historian, 
comments of, on French policy, 255. 

Landau, 181, 183. 

La Tour d’ Auvergne, Prince de, French 
diplomat, ambassador at London (Oc- 
tober 17, 1863-1869), member of 

London Conference, 226. 

Lauenburg, 4, 211, 241; and Constitution 
of 1835, 21; and Christian DC, 101; 
proposed exchange of, for northern 
Schleswig, 230, 233; sale of, to Prussia, 
260. 

Lehmann, Peter Martin Orla, Danish 
politician, minister of the interior (Sep- 
tember rS6i-December 1S63), 40 f-, 73 - 
92, 158. 

Lex Regia of r66s, 6. 

Limburg. 183. 

Lowenstein-Wertheim-Freudenberg. Prince 
Wilhelm mission to Berlin, 224!. 

London Conference of 1864, delay in 
meeting of, 203; military situation at 
opening of, 204; diplomatic situation at 
opening of, 205; opening of, 225; mem- 
bers of, 225; arrangement of armistice 
by, 227; failure of, to agree on frontier 
in Schleswig, 242 f. 

London Protocol, g, note. See Treaty of 
London. 

Luxemburg, 183. 

Madvig, Johan Nicolai, Danish scholar 
and politician, president of the Rigsraad 
(1856-1863), on Danish policy, 145. 

Manderslrom, Kristoffer Rutger Ludvig, 
Swedish statesman, minister at Paris 
(1856-58), minister of foreign aSairs 
(1858-68), general policy of, 36; and 
Charles XV, difference in policy of, 15s; 
proposal of, for settlement of Holstein 
question, 37; diplomatic support of, for 
Denmark, 62, 152, 170 f.; and March 


Patent, 62 f.; and Swedish-Danish 
alliance negotiations, 64 ff., 78, 150 ff.; 
and Scandinavian union, 66; ending of 
alliance negotiations by, 153; on Swed- 
ish aid in defence of Schleswig, 154; 
resignation of, tendered, 155 f.; on 
admission of Denmark to German Con- 
federation, 245 f. 

Manteuffel, Edwin von, Prussian officer, 
mission of, to Vienna. 194-197, 201; 
ordered to enter Holstein, 261. 

Manteuffel, Otto Theodor von, Prassian 
statesman, minister president and min- 
ister for foreign affairs, (1850-38), 10, 
note. II f., 18 f. 

‘March Patent’, 35; and Agreements of 
1S51-32, 56; Drouyn de Lhuys and, 60; 
Hamilton and. 62; Manderstrom and, 
62 f.; revocation of, requested by Great 
Britain, 87; revocation of, loi. 

Mcnsdorff-Pouilly, Alexander, Count, 
-Austrian minister of foreign affairs 
(October 27, 1S64-1866), 259. 

Mcttcmich-Winneburg, Richard, Prince, 
.Austrian diplomat, ambassador at 
Paris, (1859-71), on French policy, 97; 
on Napoleon’s proposal for a European 
Congress, in; on Napoleon’s policy, 
180; dispatches of, 300-308. 

Meza, Christian Julius de, Danish general, 
iOq. 

Mohl, Robert von, 90. 

Moltfcc, Helmulh von, Prussian general, 
chief of the General Staff (1837-88), 53, 
201, 249. 

Moltkc Rarl. Count, (1798-1866), minister 
for Schleswig (1852-34), administration 
of. 30 f . 

Moltke-Hvitfcldt, Gebhard Leon, Count, 
Danish diplomat, minister at Paris 
(1860-1896), on French policy, 156. 

Monrad, Ditlev Gothard, bishop and 
politician, Danish minister president 
(December iS63-July 1864), on Danish 
policy, 143, 253; formation of ministry 
by, 159; attempt of, to negotiate with 
Brenner, 161 f.; illusions of, on situa- 
tionof Denmark, 162; onDenmorkand 
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the proposed conference, 203, note; on 
entry of Denmark into German Con- 
federation, 246. 

Monrad ministry, resignation of, 250. 

Morier, Sir Robert Burnett David, British 
diplomat, attached to mission at Berlin, 
43 - 

Morning Post (London), attitude of, 165. 

Morny, Charles Auguste Louis Joseph, 
Duke of, French statesman, half-brother 
of Napoleon III, 126, note, 247, note. 

Napier, Francis, Baron, British diplomat, 
ambassador at St. Petersburg (1860- 
64), on diminution of Russian power, 
i2g, note; on Russian gratitude to 
Prussia, 130, note; overtures of, to 
Russia for naval demonstration, 198 L; 
on Gorchakov’s policy, 199 f., 333-336. 

Napoleon III (Louis Napoleon Bona- 
parte), president of the second French 
Repubjic (1848-1832), Emperor of the 
French (1852-1870), policy of, 127, 
179 f.; speech of November 5, 1863 on 
Treaties of 1813, 96; proposal of Euro- 
pean Congress by, 110-113, 141: over- 
tures of, to Prussia, 14, n6 ff., 127, 
206; desire for Franco-Prussian entente, 
n6 ff., 185; and Pan-Scandinavian 
movement, 26; and Charles XV, 171, 
note; possible intervention of, in favor 
of Denmark, 149; extent of interest in 
Danish question, 247; rumored inten- 
tion of, to make war, 136; unwilling- 
ness of, to oppose national movement 
in Germany, 156; unwillingness of, to 
intervene alone, 192; attitude of, on 
proposal of conference, 162 f.; and 
proposal to consult population of the 
duchies, 208; objections of, to British 
frontier proposals, 243; and Clarendon, 
205 f.; on French policy, 205 f.; and 
Drouyn de Lhuys, divergent policies of, 
226, 248; acceptance of Prussian plan 
by, 216 f.; comments of, to Budberg on 
Franco-Russian relations, 119. See 
Drouyn de Lhuys, France. 

Napoleon, Prince Jerome, cousin of 


Napoleon III, visit of, to Scandinavia, 
24; views of, on Schleswig-Holstein 
question. 25 f. 

National Liberal Party (Danish), and 
Christian IX, 75; and November Con- 
stitution, 82; and London Conference, 
243 - 

Nationalism, and the Schleswig-Holstein 
question, 3, 5; German, 53 f.; Bis- 
marck and, 82; Danish, 33 f.; Danish, 
and North Schleswig, 251. 

Nationality, division of Schleswig in ac- 
cordance with, 241 f. 

Xaiionalverein, support of Holstein Es- 
tates by, 33; and Bismarck, 57. 

Nesselrode, Karl Robert, Count, Russian 
minister for foreign affairs (1816-36), 
26, 130. 

Neufchatel, question of, influence on 
Prussian policy in 1857, 20, note. 

Nicliolas I, tsar of Russia (1825-55), inter- 
vention of, 149. See Russia. 

Nigra, Costantino, Cavalliere, Italian 
diplomat, minister at Paris (1858-76), 
on position of Italy, 156. 

NorddeulsclieAllgemeineZeiluiig, 93, 361 f. 

North Schleswig, Bismarck’s suggestion 
for disposition of, 218; proposed ex- 
change of, for Lauenburg, 230, 233; 
Denmark and, 231; Article V of Treaty 
of Prague and, 261 ; opposition of Danes 
in, to Prussian rule, 262. 

‘November’ Constitution, passage of, by 
the Rigsraad, 70 f.; compared with 
Constitution of 1855, 71 f.; and the 
Agreements of 2831-32, 72 ff.; signa- 
ture of, 76 ff.; Bismarck and, 93 f., 
138; Great Britain and, 133, 141 L; 
Russia and, 133 ff., 142; Austria and 
Prussia demand revocation of, 204, 239; 
plan for abolition of, 162. 

Oldenburg, and Prussia, 186, note. See 
Peter II. 

Oscar I, king of Sweden-Norway (1844- 
59), and Scandinavian movement, 23; 
proposes alliance with Denmark, 25; 
and the Danish succession, 276 f. 
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Oubril, Pavd Petrovich, Count, Russian 
minis ter at Berlin (1863-71), 132, note. 

Paget, Sir Augustus Berkeley, British 
minister at Copenhagen (1859-67), 32, 
62; opinion of, on March Patent, 87; 
support of W'odehouse’s mission by, 
142; on Hall 147. 157; report by, of 
conversation with Hamilton on foreign 
aid to Denmark, 148. 

Palmerston. Henry John Temple, 3rd. 
Viscount, British statesman, foreign 
secretary (1846-51), prime minister 
(1859-65), on complexity of Schleswig- 
Holstein question, 3, note; on the 
Danish succession, 8, note; speech of, 
on the German-Danish conflict. 61; on 
sanction of November Constitution, 77, 
note; criticism of Germany by, 147; 
criticism of Danish politj' by, 165, on 
German action in Holstein and Schles- 
wig. 171; statement of, in House of 
Commons on identic notes of January 
31, 172; to Henry Greville, on evacua- 
tion of Daniirjirir, 173 f,; and KUnd- 
worth, 174 f.; correspondence of, with 
Russell on British intervention, 175 f.: 
on Prussian army, 1 76, note; on sending 
fleet to Copenhagen, 178; on settle- 
ment by popular vote, 207; stalement 
of, to Apponyi on .\ustrian fleet, 244 , 
statement of, in House of Commons 
after London Conference, 249. 

Panama canal, 211. 

Peter H, grand duke of Oldenburg (1853- 
1900), transfer of Gottorp claims to. 
222; claims of, to succession in Schles- 
wig-Holstein, 231; support of by 
Russia, 234; support of b}"- Prussia, 260. 

Pfordten, Ludwig Karl Heinrich, Baron von 
der. Bavarian representative at Frank- 
furt (iS59-Decembcr, 1S64), gg, 147. 

Plebiscite, 21 1, 220; of 1920, 242, 262, 

Plessen, Otto. Count, Danish diplomat, 
minister at St. Petersburg (1849-1866), 
27, 131, 250, note. 

Ploug, Paimo Car 4 Danish poet, journal- 
ist, politician, 23 f . 


Po river, 206. 

Poland, outbreak of revolt in, 53; in- 
fluence of revolt in, on Schleswig- 
Holstein question, 59 ff.; influence of 
question of, on relations of France and 
England, 167; influence of revolt in, on 
Russian policy, 129; 

Posen, 125, 127. 

Prussia, and the Schleswig-Holstein revolt 
of 1848. 7; and negotiations of 1831-52, 
9 f., II f., 14; claim by, of right to 
discuss question of Schleswig, 42; and 
‘March Patent’, 57; and Austria, 60; 
and Federal Execution, 100; and Trea- 
ty of London, 101 f.; identic note of, to 
England, January 31, 1864, 167 f.; and 
Oldenburg, 186, note; annexation of 
Duchies to, proposed to Austria, 231; 
plans of, for miliUrj' operations, 249; 
‘February conditions’ of. for establish- 
ment of Schleswig-Holstein stale, 239; 
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